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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION. 


Sixteen years have elapsed since the first e^iiion of this liule 
Toltime was, for the trulh’s sake, preienled to my beloved bre¬ 
thren in the Lord. The knowledge, that, through divine favor, 
It has been the means of leading some to a more correct under- 
Stan ding of the only true God/’ and of Jesus Christ whom be 
has sent, has excited my grateful praise to the God of salvation. 
Confirmed by subsequent research into the precious ireasury 
of God’s holy Word, of the truth and glory of the doctrine, that 
the oxE God is the Fatukr, and that Jesus Christ is his 
and im/y be^<itUn Son, I send forth, wilh humble prayer, this 
second edition, commending it to the candid cKamination of the 
reader, but more especially to theHilessjng of Him whose Spirit 
disposes .us to abandon th5se tradTtioas which make void the 
doctrine and commandments of the Lord, 
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0 Light divine 1 0 Spirit of Truth! beam on ray dark 
mind, irradiate my benighted soul, to know him who is the joy 
of earth, and the glory of heavea. Open upon me the vision of 
truth, and shine into my heart, to give me the light of the know- 
led go 0 f thy glory as it shines in the face of Jesua Christ. Eec^ 
tify the errors of my understanding, and remove the coldness of 
my heart, by the overflowing of thy holy Iots. Oh, elevate my 
soul to the contemplation of the things which ** the angels desire 
to look intothe divinity, the humanity, the wisdom, power 
and love of that bleat name which ** is as ointment poured forth. 
And while 1 am »* looking unto Jesus,’’ encircle me with that 
holy radiance of truth which shall dispel all my darkness, O 
my God, what thou l^st been pleased, in thine infinite love, to 
reveal concerning thy ** beloved Son,” that mortals may have a 
glimpse of Ihy glory, grant me to know. I desire not to look 
! n to those ‘ ‘ secret th ings’ ’which hel o ng to th ee alone. It is m y 
highest felicity to acknowledge, to love, and to adore thee as the 
incomprehensible source of all perfection, ^dto feel, that in thy 
sight I am less than nothing and vanity. Dot, 0 my Father, is 
it not my eternal life to know thes, imt and Je¬ 

sus C h ri a t wh om thou has t sent V ’ Thou seeat me encom passed 
with mine own infirmity, and with the diverse systems and tra¬ 
ditions of erring men. Oh, call me away from these pollnted 
streams to thine own pure fountain. Pity a poor worm of the 
dasi that looks towards thee to direct his path, and in thine infi¬ 
nite condescension and mcrey, grant me an underslanding of that 
“ wisdom of God” which the rededmed multitude shall celeb rata 
to eternity, for ihy dear Son’s sake. Amen, 
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DIALOGUE. 


Amicus. I AH informed, my dear Veritas, that you 
have given up the glorious doctrines of the Trinity, and the 
supreme deity of the Son of God doctrines which the 
true church has always maintained as the Youndalion of 
hope and objects of rejoicing. Feeling a deep interest in 
the cause of truth and in your welfare, I called this morn¬ 
ing to enquire of you respecting this report. 

Veritas. 1 thank you, beloveiJh Amicus, for your Chris¬ 
tian solicitude, and for coming to me as a friend and a bro¬ 
ther. How lamentable is the conduct of some Christians, 
who are more eager to spread abroad reports of a brother’s 
sentiments, which generally misrepresent his real views, 
than to endeavor to restore him “ in the spirit of meekness” 
from his supposed error. I fftely confess to you that my 
views are changed respecting the subjects you mention. 
Having adopted the principle, that the word of God is the 
only standard of truth, I have renounced those views, which 
I was taught in my youth, which do not appear to accord 
with the divine testimony. As, however, I feel that I am 
a fallible creature, I desire ever to attend with meekness 
and candor to tlie arguments which may be offered in oppo¬ 
sition to my sentiments. If truth is our object, we shall 
not shrink from the strictest and closest investigation. 

Amicus. Very when brethren of different 

views, conscious o^ the imperfection of their knowledge, 
confer with each other, wdth a pure desire after truth, they 
may hope, by a candid examination of each argument, and 
a dependence on th© Uoly Spirit, to benefit one another, 
and to promote the c^^'^se of truth. But if we are only con¬ 
cerned to support ouj" pre-conceived opinions, and to bear 
down those who oppose them, we are in a fair way to live 
and die in our errorI fear, however, my dear Veritas, 
that you have erred f^®*^ “ ^he faith once delivered to the 
saints.” 

Veritas. It is my sincere desire to receive every word 
of the divine testimony. Permit mc,ithen, to ask, what 
revealed truth do you suppose I disbelieve? 

Amicus. The doctrine of the Trinity, and the doctrine 
of the supreme deity of Jesus Christ. 


5 


Veritas. Plea^ to repeat the passage of scripture which 
reveals to us that there are three persons in one God. 

Amicus. 1 acknowledge that there is no passage w'hich 
expressly declares this doctrine. But there are some pas¬ 
sages from which the most pious and learned saints in all 
ages have inferred it, 

Veritas. It is evident from the history of the church, 
that many Christians in different ages have disbelieved it. 
Be this, however, as it may; were the Christians you speak 
of infallible ? Arc they our standard of faith and practice ? 

Amiens. Certainly not. 

Veritas. Allow me to ask you, dear brother, where you 
first learned the doctrine of the Trinity ? 

Amicus. I confess I was first taught it in the Assem¬ 
bly’s Catechism | but 1 have since examined the word of 
God, and believe it is therein revealed. 

Veritas. Do you not think, that by being taught the 
religious systems of pious men, (all.which must be acknow¬ 
ledged to be imperfect) by those whom we revered and 
loved, that we were in danger of imbibing some errors ? 
Do you not believe that when we read the scriptures in 
early life, we were far more apt to affix that sense to cer¬ 
tain passages, which agreed with the catechism or creed 
we had learned, than to examine by scripture itself thee 
real import of them ? And have we not, consequently, 
reason to fear that many of our ideas on divine subjects 
have been received by tradition from our fathers, and not 
from the w’ord of the Lord ? 

Amicus. 1 feel the propriety and force of your observa¬ 
tions. I never before realized so much the danger we are 
in of being misled by the opinioiis and practices of men, 
deservedly esteemed, indeed, but fallible and imperfect. 

Veritas. Since my faith raspocting the doctrine of the 
Trinity was shaken, I have considered it my duty and pri- 
vile^ to examine the whole of the divine testimony, with 
particular reference to.the subject, and to compare all the 
passages which’relate to the Father, the Son and the Holy 
Spirit. Permit me to inquire, my dear Amicus, if you have 
ever done this ? 

.Amicus. I confess I have never examined the subject 
in the manner you speak of. I am sensible, however, that 
it is the best method of ascertaining the truth, if it is done 
with a humble dependence on divine teaching. 

Veritas. Without this all our researches will be vain. 
May the Lord in infinite mercy guide us into all truth. 










PREFACE. 


In my researches after truth some years ago, my faith 
in the common doctrine of the Trinity was shaken. Deep¬ 
ly impressed with a sense of the importance of obtaining, so 
far as is revealed, a correct knowledge of “ the only true 
Gk)d,” and of Jesus Christ whom he hath sent, I have hum¬ 
bly endeavored to ** search the scriptures,” looking unto 
Jesus for the guidance of his holy Spirit which he promised 
his disciples to lead them into all truth. The result of this 
investigation, which has been delightful, though laborious, 
may be seen in* the following pages. My desire, if I am 
not self-deceived, has been to ascertain, by diligently and 
prayerfully “ comparing spiritual things with spiritual,” 
what is revealed for my faith and love. Whether I have 
been guided by the Spirit of truth, or by. my own wisdom, 
which is foolishness, will soon be determine at the bar of 
God. With that tribunal in view, it is indeed a small 
thing to be judged of naan’s judgment. 

While I rejoice in all those exertions of Christians in the 
present day to advance the holy kingdom of the Redeem¬ 
er, which accord with the “ wisdom of Godmy mind has 
been deeply impressed with a sense of the vast importance 
of the heralds of “ the everlasting gospel” possessing a cor- 
rect knowledge of “ the only true God,'* and of Jesus 
Christ vfiom he hath sent. How important that they should 
declare that gospel to perishing men, “ not in the words 
which man’s wisdom tcacheth, but which the Holy Ghost 
tcacheth.” 

I beg leave to remark to the reader, that it is necessary 
to remember, that however firmly he may believe his pre¬ 
sent sentiments, no man is infallible. To read any work 
of this kind, with such a positive assurance of the correct¬ 
ness of our present views, as is consistent only with infal¬ 
libility, is useless. We may as well cry out heresy, the 
moment we know an author’s sentiments are contrary to 
our own, as to do so after we have heard his arguments, 
for such a feeling of mind will resist the most conclusive 
proofs, and prevent our conviction of the most important er¬ 
rors. 

All I ask, is a candid examination of tny views and ar¬ 
guments by “ the word of the Lord.” If they will not 
bear this test, I desire tliey may be rejected, as it is tho 
truth of God alone I wish to advocate and publish. 

Towards all such as are taught by the Spirit of truth, to 
believe on the Son of God as the only foundation of their 
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hope, and the object of their confidence, love and worship, 
I desire to extend the hand of Christian fellowship, and to 
cherish the affection of holy love, although their views, in 
^ine important respects, may differ from my own. Far 
It, that wo should call “ that common or unclean which 
God hath cleansed.” Far. be it from us to reject those 
whom the Lord hath received. May that forbearance 
which the merciful Redeemer exercises towards his disci¬ 
ples, bo cvel* exercised by them towards one another. And 
let us never refuse to unite with the inspired apostle in pro¬ 
nouncing the divine benediction on “a// that in every 
place call on the name of Jesus Christ our Lord both 
theirs and ours. I desire to love all in whom I can 
trace the imago of ray dear Savior, whatever they may 
say or think of me. ^ ^ 

who »•«/««« to » call on the name of 
Jesus Christ our Lord, solemnly consider what part they 
Mn have m the worship of the heavenly hosts who arc say. 

him I®"** he.unto 

evw and*ever°*” throne, and unto the La-mb for 

^t those also who, in that wUdom which is foolishness 
with God, reject » the atonement” of his beloved Son, sen- 
^sly consider wliat part they can have among that bless- 
^ assembly who have all « washed their roW and m^e 
them white tn the blood of the Ijainb.** 

I rejoice and praise God that he hath mercifully spared 
my life to tear this testimony to his holy truth ; and to his 
divine blessing I now humbly commend it. 
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CHAPTER I. 

Containing an examination of the divine testimony con¬ 
cerning the highest character and glorious perfections 
of the Son of God. 

1. The testimony of the Prophets. 

Isa. ix. 6. And' his name shall be called^ Wonderful, 
Counsellor, The mighty God, <fec. Of the increase of his 
government and peace there shall be no end, upon the 
throne of David, &c. Isa. vii. 14. Malt. i. 23. Behold a 
virgin shall conceive and Txjar a Son, and shall call his 
name Emmanuel, which being interpreted, is, God with us. 
Micah V. 2. Whose goings forth have been from of old, from 
everlasting. John iii. 31. He that cometh from heaven is 
above all. John i. 34. And I saw, and bear record that 
this is the Son of God. John iii. 36. He that Wiev-^ 
elh on the Son hath everlasting life; and he that believeth' 
not the Son shall not see life ; but the wrath of Godabideth 
on him. 

2. The testimony of the Apostles. 

John i. 1—3. In the beginning was the Word, and the 
Word was with God, and the Word was God. All things 
were made by him 5 and witliout him was not any thing 
made that was made. Eph, iii. 3.9. God created all things by 
J esus Christ. Rev. xix. 13. And his name is called the 
Word of God. John xx. 28. And Thomas answered, and 
said unto him, My Lord, and my God. Rom. ix. 5. 

Christ_who is over all, God blessed for ever. Amen. 

Col ii. 9. For in him dwclleth all the fulness of the God¬ 
head bodily. Col. i. 15. Who is the image of the invisi¬ 
ble God^the first-born of every creature, for by him were 
all things created, &c. Heb. i. 3. Who being the bright¬ 
ness of his (the Father’s) glory, and the express image of 
his person, and upholding all things by the word of his 
pow^, &c. Acts X. 36. He is Lord of all. John 11. 25. 
He knew what was in man. John vi. 64. Jesus knew from 
the beginning who they were that believed not, and who 
should betray him. John i. 4. In him was life. Matt. ix. 
35. And Jesus went, &c. healing every sicknes^ and eve- 
ry disease among the people. Matt. xiv. 33. Then they 
that were in the ship came and worshiped him. John ix. 
38. And he worshiped him. 2 Pet. lii. 18. To him w 
glory, both now and for ever. Amen. Rev. 1. 6. 
To him be glory and dominion for ever and ever. Amen. 
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Rev. V. 12. Worthy is the Lamb that was slain to receive pow¬ 
er, and riches, and wisdom,and 8trength,and hoQor,and glory, 
and blessing. Rev. v. 13. And every creature, &c. heard I 
saying. Blessing, and honor, and glory, and power, hd unto 
him that sittelh upon the throne, and unto the Lamb, for 
ever and ever. Rev. vii. 10^ Salvation unto our God, 
which sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb. Matt, 
xvi. 16. Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God. 
Acts ix. 20. And straightway he preached Christ in the syna¬ 
gogues, that he is the Son of God. Heb. iv. 14. We have 
a great high priest that is pass^ into the heavens, Jesus 
the Son of God. 1 John iv. 15. Whosoever shall confess 
that Jesus is the Son of God, God dwellcth in him, and he 
in God. .John xx. 31. But these arc written, that ye 
might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God; and 
that believing ye might have life through his name. 1 
John V. 5. VVho is he that overcometh the world, but he 
that belicveth that Jesus is the Son of God. 1 John v. 10. 
13. Rom. i. 3. 4. Rom. xiv. 10. We shall all stand be¬ 
fore the judgment-seat of Christ. 2. Cor. v. 10. 

3. The testimony of Jesus Christ. 

Rev. i. 17. I am the first and the last. John viii. 58. 
Before Abraham was, I am. John x. 30. I and my Fa¬ 
ther arc one. John v. 22, 23. For the Father judgeth no 
man; but hath committed all judgment unto the Son : that 
all men should honor the Son even as they honor the Fa¬ 
ther. John xvii. 5. And now, O Father, glorify thou me 
with thine own self, with the glory which 1 had with thee 
before the world was. Matt, xxviii. 18. All poweris given 
unto me in heaven and in earth. John xvii. 2. As thou 
hast given him power over all flesh, that he should give 
eternal life to as many as thou hast given him. John x. 
18. 1 have power to lay it down (my life) and I have power 
to take it again. This commandment have I received of 
my Father. John v. 26. For as the Father hath life in 
himself, so hath he given to the Son to have life in himself. 
Matt. ix. 6. The Son of man hath power on earth to for¬ 
give sins. Matt, xviii. 20, Where two or three arc ga¬ 
thered together in my name, there am I in the midst of 
them. Matt, xxviii. 20. Lo, I am with you alw’ay, even 
unto the end of the world. Lukexxii. 69. Hereafter shall 
the Son of man sit on the right hand of the power of God. 
Matt. XXV. 31. When the Son of man shall come in his 
glory, and all the holy angels with him, then shall he sit 
upon the throne of his glory, &c. John xi. 25. I am the 
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resurrection and the life. John ix. 35. Dost thou believe 
on the Son of God ? John iii. 16. For God so loved the 
world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever 
belicveth on him should not perish, but have everlasting life. 
John iii. 18. He that believeth on him is not condemned: but 
he that believeth not is condemned already ; because he hath 
not believed in the name of the only begotten Son of God. 

4. The testimony of God the Father, 

Heb. i. 8. Unto the Son he saith. Thy throne, O God, 
is for ever and ever.—i. 6. When he bringeth in the first 
bogoUen into the world, he saith, and let all the angels of 
God worship him. Zech.xiii. 7. Awake, O sword, against 
my shepherd, and against the man that is my fellow, saith 
the Lord of hosts. Matt. xvii. 5. This is my beloved Son 
in whom I am well pleased, hear ye him. 

How glorious and precious is this divine testimony con- 
cernin" the sinner’s friend ? Let us carefully examine what 
truths it plainly exhibits for our faith and love. 

1 . We have here most plainly revealed to us, that our 
blessed Savior really existed before he appeared on earth. 
He was before Abraham. He was with the Father in the be¬ 
ginning, and possessed glory with him before the world was. 
He came down from heaven. God created the world by 
him, consequently he must have really and actually exist¬ 
ed in the beginning, and not merely in the divine purpose. 

2 . Here also the eye of faith beholds him with admiring 
joy, God ocer a//.” As by him all things were made, 
so by him all things consist. His throne is to endure through 
all generations. On that throne of inconceivable glory he 
appears encircled with holy majesty, the “ King of kings, 
and Lord of lords.” 

3. He is an ol^ect of worship. To him every knee must 
bow. Angels are commanded to worship him. His disci¬ 
ples prayed to him and worshiped him. To him they com¬ 
mitted their departing spirits. 

4. In the divine character of the Son of God, he is pre¬ 
sented to a dying world as the only name “ by whom we 
must besaved.^ In him alone we have eternal life, believ¬ 
ing in him as “ the only begotten of the Father, full of 
grace and truth.” 

Let us then, with grateful joy, set to our “ seal that God 
is true,” by receiving the testimony concerning his Son. 
Let us build our hope for eternity on this foundation which 
God himself hath laid, for “ other foundation can no man 
lay.” Let us look for the remission of sins only through 
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his blood ; and by this find access into the most holy place. 
Let us confide in him as our Savior, and obey him as “King 
on the holy hill of Zion.” Let us unite with the redeemed 
multitude in ascribing the glory of salvation “ to him that 
sitteth on the throneland unto the Lamb.” Finally, let us, 
like holy Stephen, commit our departing spirits into the 
arms of his mercy, assured that the “ eternal judgment” of 
the great day will soon confirm the following testimony: 
“ He that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life ^ and 
he that believeth not the Son shall not see life; but the 
wrath of God abideth on him.” 


CHAPTER II. 

Containing an examination of the divine testimony con- 
ceming the okioin of the highest and most glorious 
character of the Son op God. 

1. The testimony of the Prophets and Apostles, 

Col. i. 15—19. Who is the image of the invisible God, 
theof every creature ; for by him were all things 
created. &c. ; for it pleased the Father that in him should 
all fulness dwell. Heb. 1 chap. God—hath in these last 
days spoken to us by his Son, whom he hath appointed 
heir of all things, by whom also he made the worlds, who 
being the brightness of his glory, and the express of 
his person, and upholding all things by the word of his 
power, &c. being made so much better than the angels, &c. 
And again, when he bringeth the first begotten into the 
world, he saithj and let all the angels ofG(^ worship him. 
Unto the Son he saith, thy throne, 0 God, is for ever and 
ever ,* a sceptre of righteousness is the sceptre of thy king¬ 
dom. 1 hou hast loved righteousness, and hated iniquity; 
therefore God, thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of 
gladness above thy fellows. John i. 14. And the word was 
made flesh, and dwelt among us, and we beheld his glory, 
the glory as of the otily begotten of the Father y full of grace 
and truth. Rev. xix. 13. His name is called the Word of 
frod. John iii. 31, 32. He that cometh from heaven is 
above all. And what he hath seen and heard that he tes- 
tificth. 34. For ^he whom God hath sent s[)eaketh the 
words of God : tor God giveih not the spirit by measure 
unto him. 35. The Father lovelh the Son, and hath given 
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all things into his hand. 1 Cor.xi. 3. TheAearf of Christ 
is God. Rev. i. 1. The Revelation of Jesus Christ, which 
God gate unto him* Acts ii. 22. Jesus of Nazareth, a 
man approved of God among you by miracles, and won¬ 
ders, and signs, which God did by him, &c. Acts x. 38. 
God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Ghost, and 
with power; who went about doing good, &c.; for God 
was with him, 1 Peter i. 22.—God that raised him up from 
the dead, and^are him glory. Rom. ii. 16.—God shall 
judge the secrets of men by Jesus Christ. Acts x. 42.— 
Ordained of God to be the Judge of quick and dead. Acts 
xvii. 31. 

2. The testimony of Jesus Christ, 

Rev. 3. 14. These things saith the Amen, the faithful 
and true W itness, the beginning of the creation of God, 
John vi. 57.—I live by the Father, v. 26. For as the Fa¬ 
ther hath life in himself, so hath he given to the Son to have 
life in himself, and hath given him authority to execute 
judgment, &c. Matt. xi. 27. All things are dc/trered unto 
me of my Father, xxviii. 18. All power is^tjen unto me 
in heaven and in earth. John xvii. 2. As thou hast given 
him power over all 6esh, that he should give eternal life to 
as many as thou hast^ren him. John x. 18. 1 have pow¬ 
er to lay it down, and I have power to take it again. This 
commandment have {received of my Father, John v. 19. 
Verily, verily, I say unto you, the Son can do nothing of 
himself, John xiv. 10. The Father, that dwelleth in me, 
he doetk the works, John v. 22. For the Father judgeth 
no man ; but hath committed all judgment unto the Son : 
That all men should honor the Son, even as they honor the 
Father. John xvii. 24. Father, I will that they also whom 
thou hast given me be with me where I am; that they may 
behold my glory which thou hast given ttw: tor thou 
lovedst nDe before the foundation of the world. John 
xvii. 5. And now, O Father, glorify thou me wnth thine 
own self, with the glory which I had with thee before the 
world was. Joffn viii. 26.—He that sent me is true; and I 
speak to the world those things which I have heard of him, 
John xii. 49. For I have not spoken of myself; but the Fa¬ 
ther which sent me, he gave me a commandmetU what I 
should say, and what I should speak. John vii. 16. My 
doctrine is not mine, but his that sent me. John vi. 38. 
For I came down from heaven, not to do mine own will^ 
but the will of him that sent me. Luke xxii. 29. And 1 
appoint unto you a kingdom, as my Father hath appointed 
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unto me, * Matt. xii. 28. But if 1 cast out devils by the 
Spirit of God, &c. 

3. The testimony of God the Father. 

Ps. Ixxxix. 19. Then thou spakest in vision to tl^ holy 
one, and saidst, I have laid help upon one that is mighty. 
25. I will set his hand also in the sea, and his right hand 
in the rivers. 26. He shall cry unto the, thou art my Fa¬ 
ther, my God, and the ro^ of ray salvation. 27. Also I 
will make him my first born, higher than the kings of the 
earth. Ps. ii. 7. Thou art my son; this day have I begot¬ 
ten thee. Isa. xlii. 1. 6. Behold my ^rvant, whom I up¬ 
hold, mine elect, in whom my soul delighteth : I have put 
my Spirit upon him. . I the Lord have called thee in right¬ 
eousness, and will hold thine hand, and will keep thee, and 
give thee for a covenant to the people, for a light to the 
Gentiles. Heb. i. 6—9. And again, when he bringelh in 
the frst begotten into the world, he saith, and let all the 
angels of God worship him.—Unto the Son he sailh, Thy 
throne, 0 God, is for ever and ever; a sceptre of right^us- 
ness is the sceptre of thy kingdom. Thou hast lov^ right¬ 
eousness, and haled iniquity; therefore God, even thy God, 
hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness above thy fel¬ 
lows. 

Guided by the light of heavenly truth, let us now priced 
to the consideration of the following important and highly 
interesting question. Is Jesus Christ called God, is he wor¬ 
shiped, has he created the universe, is he preserver and Sa¬ 
vior and King and Judge, as t\iQ self existent, independent, 
omnipotent and only true God ; or as the Son of God, be¬ 
gotten, upheld, exalted and glorified by the Father ? 

Revelation alone must answer this question. Let no 
conclusion of imperfect reason, no false inferences of o!fr 
erring minds) no prejudice in favor of our long cherished 
systems, prevent our receivfng the divine testimony on this 
subject. 

Let us first consider in what sense the scriptures of truth 
apply the title of God, to Jesus Christ.- 

That the mere application of this title to Christ, does not 
prove him to be the self-existent Deity, is evident from the 
82d Psalm, where we find it applied to earthly rulers. See 
also Exod. vii. 1. 22 chap. 28 verse. John x. 35. From 
Heb. i. 8. it is evident that it is as the begotten Son, that 
he is called God. “ Unto the Son he sailh, thy throne, O 
God,” &c. And in the very next verse, and in immediate 
connexion, the same person who is called God, is plainly 
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represented ns liaving a God. “ Therefore God, even thy 
God^'^ ke. Sec also John xx. 17. Rev. iii. 12. Here 
then, the scripture, which is its own best interpreter, plain¬ 
ly tcajlics us that he is not called God in ike highest sense; 
for the supreme Deity can neither be begotten nor have a 
God, 

John i. 1. In this passage of divine truth, it is declared 
that the Word, who is called Ggd, “ was with GodJ*^ Here 
also, the holy scripture teaches us, that in whatever sense 
the Word is called God, he is a distinct being from the su¬ 
preme God, otherwise he could not bo said to be with God. 
Now as it is no whore expressly revealed that the Word or 
Son is “ the same numerical essence,” or the same being 
as the Father, how can the passage bear such a construc¬ 
tion? We have scripture authority for saying, that the 
term God is sometimes used in an inferior or figurative 
sense ; but have we any authority from scripture or reason 
for saying, that the supreme G^ was with the supreme 
God ? “ To what class of men could John address the as¬ 
severation,” that the supreme God was with himself?— 
“ Where did these singular heretics suppose” the supreme 
God was, except with himself? Is there any intelligible 
idea in the proposition, that the same numerical essence 
was with the same numerical essence ? Or can w'e con¬ 
ceive that one supreme God was with another supreme 
God? 

The scriptures of truth afford more light on this impor¬ 
tant text. In John xvii. 5, our dear Redeemer prays, 
“ And now, 0 Father, glorify thou me with thine own self, 
with the glory whieh I had with thee before the world was.” 
Hero it is just as evident that the glory of the Word cannot 
be the glory of the supreme Deity, as that supreme Deity 
cannot be a subject of prayer. This cannot-bc considered 
the prayer of his human nafure, for that nature, so far 
from enjoying glory “ before the world wasj^ did not then 
exist. Our Savior evidently refers to the state of which 
John wrote, John i. 1. The same nature praysas then ex¬ 
isted, to be restored to the same glorious condition. Does 
not this conclusively prove that the Son is dependent on the 
Father, for the highest glory he possesses ? 

Rev. xix. 13. Here we are instructed that the Word is 
“ the Word of God.^^ Is it not the design of the Spirit of 
truth to teach us, by this term, that the Son is the medium 
of communication or manifestation of all the glory of God, 
(in creation, providence and redemption,) to his intelligent 
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creatures ? “ No man hath seen God at any time ; the 
only begotten Son, which is in .the bosom of the Father, be 
hath declared him.” “ He that hath seen me hath seen 
the Father.” 

Rom. ix. 5. Christ—who is over all, God blessed for 
ever. Amen. Here our precious Redeemer is again called 
God, over all God, which is expressive of his high author- 
ty and dominion. Compare this passage with Fs. xlv. 6. 
where Jesus is called God dn the throne of the mediatorial 
kingdom. In the view of this glorious character, believers 
love and adore him. But whether he is possessed of this 
dominion, of independent right, or by the pleasure and ap¬ 
pointment of the Father, the scriptures must determine. 
Dan. vii. 13,14. I saw in the night-visions, and, behold, 
one like the Son of man came with the clouds of heaven, 
and came to the Ancient of days, and they brought him 
near before him. And there was given him dominion, and 
glory, and a kingdom, that all people, nations, and lan¬ 
guages, should serve him ; His dominion is an everlasting 
dominion, which shall not pass away, and his kingdom that 
which shall not be destroyed. Matt, xxviii. 18. All power is 
given unto me in heaven and inearth, John xvii. 2. As thou 
hast given him power over all flesh, &c. Luke xxii. .29. I 
appoint unto you a kingdom as my Father hath appointed 
unto me. Ps. ii. 6. 8. Yet have 1 set my King upon my 
holy hill of Zion; Ask of me and I shall give thee the 
heathen for thine inheritance, &c. Acts v. 31. Him hath 
God exalted with his right hand to be a Prince and a Sa¬ 
vior, for to give repentance to Israel and forgiveness of sins. 
Here we are taught that Jesus Christ executes the high of¬ 
fices of Prince and Savior; that he gives repentance and for- 
gives sin, all by the power and appointment of the Father. 

To be over all, and to have all things under him, are 
synonymous expressions. “ But when he saith all things 
are put under him, it is manifest that he is excepted which 
did put all things under him.” 1 Cor. 15, 27. He is 
therefore dependent on another being, even the Father, for 
having all things under him, or being “ over all.” 

The term “ ^llow,” in Zech. xiii. 7, has been supposed 
to denote perfect equality. Let Hcb. i. 9, be considered. 
Here the Son of God is said to have been anointed with the 
oil of gladness above his fellows.’*^ Whether the term 
here means those “many brethren” of whom he is “the first 
born,” or the angels of heaven, it cannot mean perfect 
equality, for the Son has “a more excellent name” than 
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either. The primary meaning of the word fclIoWj is not 
equal, but compaiMon. 

If, fhoD, the ble&sed God hath l>een pleased to glorify 
his only begotten and well beloved Son, and to accomplish 
his eternal purposes of wisdom and love, by setting him at 
his own right hand on the throne of the universe j is it not 
perfectly consistent with such a design, tliat Jesus Christ 
should be distiDguished with adequate titles of dignity and 
glory 1 If they were called Gods to w'hom the word of God 
came ; if even a material monument of Ihe Lord^s goodness 
may be called by the name of Jehovah, Exod, xvii. lb, arc 
we surprised lo find the Son (ivho is the brightness of the 
Father’s glory, and the very image of the invisible God,) 
called God, over all God, I These appeilations are 
perfectly appropriate. He U over all Ruler or God, He 
is Lord of ail, for to this pre-eminence “God hath highly 
exalted him,” Phil. ii. 9* 

It is the delightful privilege of the redeemed, both in 
heaven and on earth, to ascribe “ glory and dominion for 
ever,^’ “ unto him that loved us, and washed us from our 
sips in his own blood.” 

Let us examine the divine testimony respecting this holy 
worship. On what hcaount is it offered to the Lamb ? 
John V. 22f 23. For the Father judgeth no man ; but hath 
commiitBd all judgment unto the Son: that all men should 
honor the Son, even as they honor the Father. I think it 
must he admitted, that no passage can be found which ex¬ 
presses higher honor to the Son than this. And it is very 
remarkable that this passage which has been so often quoted 
as proof of the Son’s supreme deity, itself con tains proof to 
the contrary. The reason w^hy w^e are to honor the Son 
as we do the Father, is here assigned. Is it because he is 
“ the same numerical essence?” No, but because tlie 
Father “ hath commitied all judgment” unto him. Unless 
then, we say, that we honor the Father because of author¬ 
ity, cojnmiited to him, we must acknowledge that this very 
passage teaches us that we do not honor the Son tn ail re¬ 
spects as Ave do the Father, 

Phil. h. 9—11. Wherefore God also hath highly exalted 
him, and given him a name which is above every name, 
that at (or in) the name of Jesus every knee should bow, 
of things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under 
the earth ; and that every tougue should confess that Jesus 
Christ is Lord, to the glory ^God the Father. How ev¬ 
ident it is from this text, and the precious truth in its con- 


nection, that (he Son of God is worshiped) not as supreme 
Jehovah, but ou account of his great humiliation and per¬ 
fect accomplishment of the mediatorial work; and that this 
worship is to the glonj of God ihe Father. 

Rev, i. 5, 6- In this,passage he is worshiped because Ho 
has loved us, and washed us from our sins in his own 
blood, and hath made us kkigs and priests unto God and his 
Father. Rev. v. 12. As the Lamb that was slam. Mm. 
xiv, 38. His disciples worshiped him as the Son of Gm. 
Rev. V. 13. and vii. 10. He is worshiped in disiineftan 
from him that sitteth on the throne. 

Shall we then, set in opposition to the divine testimony, 
the dictates of fallible reason, and say it b idolatry to wor¬ 
ship him in distinction from “ the only true God, who sit¬ 
teth on the throne? Is it then idolatry to worship him to 
tki glory of God the Father, and because the Father com¬ 
mands it ? Shall we charge the worshipers in heaven with 
idolatry ? It is remarkable that many Unitarians and 1 ri- 
nitarians, have wandered so far from wj>at appea^ to bo 
the truth, as to meet at the same point of error, i^th re¬ 
fuse to imitate the heavenly worshipers, who worship the 

Lamb in distinction from the “ most lugh God who sit¬ 
teth upon the throne. 

The worship of the Son of God, has been supposed by 
some to be inconsistent with the declaration of Jehovah, 

“ My glory will I not give to another,” Bat what is the 
^\o4 of Jehovah? is it not the glory of tinderined and 
independent existpice ? Is it not the glory of possessing 
in himself perfection^ and of being, consequently, 

the SuPBEMU object of the love, confidence, and worship » 
of all iatelUgences ? If, then, the Father requires us to 
wo^hip the Son, who is a distinct person, as the self-ex¬ 
istent and independent Jehovah, it appears that he hasgtv- 
en his glory to another. But if he requires ub to ho¬ 
nor and worship him cm account of all judgment or author- 
ity being committed him by the Father and if he re¬ 
quires us to worship the Son “ to the glory of the 
it is evident that he has not given his glory to another. 

It is admitted that it would be idolatry to worship two 
or more distinct persons or beings, considering them as su¬ 
preme and in all respects equal, for this would be worship¬ 
ing- two or more supreme Gods. There are many pious 
Tnnitarians who profess to believe the divine unity, who, 
nevertheless, worship three distinct equal persons. I do 
humbly and seriously suggest lor their candid and solemn 
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consideration, whether this is consistent with their belief of 
the unity of God ? And whether they can find a single 
precept or example for such worship in the scriptures of 
truth 1 I beseech them to reflects whether it la possible for 
them, when they are worshiping, to have an idea of 
distinct eqtial persms^ without having an idea of three dis^ 
tinci ^ual beings ? Is it possible for any one to conceive 
of “him that sitteth on the throne,” as supreme God, and of 
him who is at the right hand of him who sitteth on the 
throne, as supremo God, without conceiving of fwe me 

Gods 7 

The repetition of the term I Joly, as m Isa. vi, 3, ** Ho¬ 
ly, holy, holy is the Lord of Hosts,” has been thought by 
some to denote the doctrine of the Trinity* It is evident, 
however, that such repetition is dgnificant of the tm- 
portance of the subject. Thus we read in Jer. xxii* 29. 
0 earth, earth, earth, die. And Eaek, xxi, 27.1 will over¬ 
turn, overturn, overturn it, dsc. Indeed, it is the practice of 
the Hebrews to this day, to say over some of their prayers 
or praises three times. They have no faith in the doctrine 
of the Trinity. 

“ The Son of man hath power on earth to forgive sins,” 
Whether this afibrds proof of suprome deity or not depends 
upon the question, whether this power was or was not de¬ 
rived from the Father ? Acts v. 31, answers this question. 

Him hath God exalted with his right hand to be a Prince 
and a Savior for to give repentance to Israel and forgim^ 
ness of 

Matthew XXVin. 19.—Baptizing them,” &c. 
r This passage, in the Greek, does not express the idea 
hjf the authority of os in our translation; it is f ig intOf not fi? 
m the Name of the Father, &c.; i. e* into the truth, or in¬ 
to a profession of the truth, of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost. What that truth is must be learn¬ 
ed from other divine testimony. The passage itself does 
not declare, or necessarily iniply,^hat the three are one 
God, or that they are three persons, or that they are equal. 

It has been often asked. How can Jesus be present with 
his assembled disciples according to his promise, Matt, 
xviii. 20, except he is the omnipresent Jehovah 1 If we con¬ 
sider that the spirit is given him without measure by the Fa¬ 
ther, John iii. 34, we may easily conceive of his being spir¬ 
itually present, not only in ail parts of this atom of a world, 
but in all parts of the created universe. As the Son of 
God ensi out devils by the Spirit of God^ Matt, xii. 28, 


so by the same Spirit, he is pitesent with all true worship- • 

ers. John iii. 34, however teaches us that he is not 
nite in himself, for if he was, he surely could not need any 
thing to be gii^en him by another. 

“God IS a Spirit,” the only “eternal Spirit. Consistent¬ 
ly with this plain truth, we never find theHoly Spirit wor¬ 
shiped in distinciion from the Father. If we did, we must 
either suppose two eternal spirits^ or another spirit interi¬ 
or to the Father. The following passage expresses an iden¬ 
tity of the Father and the Spirit which is totally inconsist¬ 
ent with distinct personality. 1 Cor. ii. 11. For what man 
knowelh the things of a man, save the spirit of man which 
is in him 1 even so, the things of God knoweth no man, but 
the Spirit of God. The apostle indeed prayed, 2 Cor. xiii. 

14. The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of 
God, and the caramTmion of the Holy Ghost be with you 
all. Amen. But if this is a proof of the Spirit being a dts- 
tinct person, the prayer of John, Rev. i. 4, appears to af¬ 
ford equal proof that the Spirit consists of seven distinct 
persons. In Luke ii. 32, 35, we are taught that Jesus is 
the Son of the Highest, and the Holy Ghost is IhoFOwEK 

of the Highest. ^ „ i - 

The expressions pour out,” “ shed forth, used in re* 
fercnce to the Spirit of God, are additional evidence that it 
is not a distinct person, for such expressions are inappUca- 
ble to a person. It is true that these gracious influences 
proceeding from our Father in heaven, are personified, and 
the personal pronouns used in the case. So wisdom is per¬ 
sonified, Prov. 8 chap. Let us candidly consider whether 
there can exist an infinite, intolligent, independent and om¬ 
nipotent person, for iho worship of whom there is not a 
single precept or example in all the Bible t 
The pious author of those-Trinitarian doxologies, which 
are now preferred by many Christian assemblies, to the in¬ 
spired one of Rev. v. 13, confessed “ that there Is in scrip¬ 
ture no express precept for addressing such worship to the 
Bpirit, nor any example of it, and that therefore this ought 
not to be considered as a necessary part of Christian wor¬ 
ship ; though he thought it lawful, because the Spirit or 
power of God is truly divine,”* How lawful that worship 
is, for w’hicb we have qgithcr precept or example in the 
word of truth, may be learned from “ the faithful witness.” 
John iv. 24. God ia a spirit; and they that worship him 

* of Watis and Poddridgo, p. 140, Boston oditlon. 
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must woi*ship him in spirit «Dd in truth, John xvii. 17. 
Thy word is truth, 

Alas! that Christians should sit down to sing God’s 
truth, and then stand up to sing their own tradition ! 

jL#et us no longer worship according to the precept of 
men,” but unite in the holy anthem of celestial praise. Rev. 
V. 13. Blessing and honor and glory and power, unto him 
that sitteth u{>on the throne, and unto the Lamb for ever 
and ever. 

To him Uiat siu upon the throne, 

Be honor, praUe and glory given; 

Loud hallelujahs to the Lamb, 

By all on earth, and all in heaven. 


CHAPTER III. 

Containing an examination of the divine testimony re¬ 
specting the NATUKE AND ORIGIN of ihoBC perfections 
6^ which the Son of God created^ governs, saves, and 
judges the world. 

We have seen in Col. ii. 9, that in Jesus Christ “ dwell- 
eth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily.” A few verses 
before this, chap. i. 19, the inspired apostle informs us, “ it 
pleased the Father, that in him should all fulness dwell,** 
flere then, the divine testimony teaches us that it is by the 
pleasure of the Father, that the Son possesses this divine 
fulness. If ought to bo particularly observed, that’this last 
passage is in immediateconnexion with the 16lh and 17lh 
verses, which declare him to have created all things, and to 
be before all things. This must certainly refer to his high¬ 
est character. It consequently teaches us, that he posess- 
es his highest and most glorious perfections by ihe plea¬ 
sure of the Father. The apostle represents even saints be¬ 
ing “ filled with all the fulness of God,” Eph. iii. 19. This, 
indeed, must be understood as vastly inferior to the fulness 
which Christ possesses. The creation of the universe is 
ascribed to the Son. John i. iii. Col. i. 16, 6tt, But do 
the scriptures of truth teach ustha^he created all things by 
his own independent power, or that he was the glorious 
agent of “ the only true God V* Eph. iii. 9.—God, who 
created all things by Jesus Christ. Heb. i. 12. God—hath 
in these last days spoken to us by his Son, by whom also 
HE made the worlds. 


'I’hese passages certainly teach Us that- it was by the 
power of the Father, that the Son created the worlds. His 
cieating all things, therefore, affords no proof that he is om¬ 
nipotent. 

In Heb. i. 3. Jesus Christ is represented as upholding 
all things by the word of his power.” Certainly this must 
be in his highest character. Yet the apostle explains this 
by informing us that he was made so much better than the 
angels. 

In Acts ii. 22, all ihe miracles which the Savior wrought 
on earth are ascribed to the power of the Father, “ Jesus 
of Narareth, a man approv^ of God among you by mira¬ 
cles, and wonders, and signs which God did by him in the 
midst of you. In Matt, xxviii. 18, and John xvii. 2. All 
, power in heaven and in earth is ascribed to Christ. Is not 
this descriptive of the highest power he possesses ? Does 
he possess it independently ? Let us hear and believe “the 
faithful witness.” “All power is given unto me,” &c. 
“ As thou hast given him power over all flesh, that he 
should give eternal life to as many as thou hast given 
him.” Here we are plainly taught that the whole power, 
by which the Son of God accomplishes the redemption of 
bis church, is given him by the Father. Shall wo then 
continue to say, that no given power, that nothing less than 
independent omnipotence can qualify hipoi.for such a work? 
Is not this to say, that the means divine wisdom employs 
for the redemption of the elect are inadequate ? 

My respected brother Stuart, remarking on the charac¬ 
ter of Christ as Judge,* observes, “ omnipresence and om¬ 
niscience only can qualify him for the duties of that sta¬ 
tion.” He admits that, “he does indeed act as judge by de¬ 
legated authority.” Let John xvii.*2, be again considered. 
Does not the giving “ eternal life to the elect,” include his 
judging them and the world ? Or, if this should be denied; 
does it require any more wisdom, or knowledge, or power 
to judge the world, than it does to give eternal life to his 
people 1 Most certainly it does not. Here, then, it obvi¬ 
ously appears from the divine testimony, that he is not on¬ 
ly appointed to “act as judge, by delegated authority,” but 
that the very qualification by which he acts, not only in Ihe 
single office of judgingtlie world ; but in the arduous and 
glorious work giving eternal life to his sheep, is given 
him by the Father. I do not perceive how Mr. Stuart can 

^liCltcrs to Mr. C banning, 3d Edit. p. 97. 
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reconcile the lAove observation with the following in his 
Letters to Mr^Miller :* cmceivt itfoimhh^ that a 

derived being may have such an vnlimited communication 
ofpatvert and kno^vledge^and wisdom, that he may govern 
worlds. He who governs worlds is surely competent to 
judge them. 

We have seen from the words of the Lord^ that our di¬ 
vine Redeemer is qualified for the important work appoint¬ 
ed him, ia.respect to wisdom and knomhdge. Col ii. 3, 
In whom are hid all the treasures of wisdom and know¬ 
ledge,’* John ii. 25, He knew whot wag in man* Rev, 
ii* 23, i am he wddeh searcheth the reins and hearts. 

He is worthy to take the book of the divine counsels, 
and to unloose the seals thereof. He only reveals to us, 
and to the powers of the h^venly places, the purposes 
Jehovah, unfolding to our admiring view, the works of 
grace and love and holy vengeance of “the only true 
God,’* And how doth he obtain this knowledge of all 
things 1 What saith the scripture? “ The Revelation of 
Jesus Christ which God gave unto Rev. i. 1. 

Titus iii. 4—6, But after that the kindness and love of 
God our Sapior toward man appeared, not by works of 
righteousness, which we have done, but according to his 
nwrey he sav^ us, by the washing of regeneration, and re¬ 
newing of the Holy Ghost, which he shed on us abundant¬ 
ly I'liEOUGH Jesus Christ our Savior. This passage, and 
many others, proves, that the Son saves us by the appoint¬ 
ment and power of the Father, It also proves- how erro¬ 
neous that common idea is, that wherever the word Savior 
occurs in a text, the Son of God must be intended, 

John viii. 29, He that sent me is true, and I speak to 
the world those things which I have heard of him, John 
xii, 49, 50, For I have not spoken of myself, but the Fa¬ 
ther which sent mo, he gave me a commandment ivhat I 
should say, &c* John tii, 31, 32, He that cometh from 
heaven is above all, and what he hath seen and heard 
that he testifieth. 

It appears equally evident from “ tlie oracles of God/* 
that Jesus Christ will judge the world, by the power and 
appointment of the Father. Acts x, 42. It is he which 
was ordained of God to be the jSfige of quick and dead, 
Rom, ii, 19, God shall Judge the secrets of men uy Jesus 
Christ, John v* 22, For the Father judgelh no man, but 
hath comndited all judgment to tho Son. 

* Page 92, 
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Jer. xxiii 9* it is said of the Son of Godf *‘and this is bis 
name wlieieby he shall be called, the Lord our righteous- 
ness. Jer. xxili. 16, it is said of Jerusalem, “ this is the 
name wherewith she shall be called, the Unij our right- 
eotisnesss,” not because either the Son or people of Jeto 
vail are literally Jehovah, but because, in them, Jehovah 13 
pleased to accomplish his gracious purpose of salvation. 

“ God was in Christ reconciling the world to himself, «o. 
Even placts where God displayed his power ami goodness 
were called by his name. “ Jehovah-jireh. ‘ Jeho- 

vah-nissi/* ^ ^ ^ 

When we contemplate the holy Son of God in the en¬ 
dearing character of the “ one meditator belw^n God and 
man,” wbal a glory do we behold encircling him in all hig 

offices 1 ■ , 1 If 

As our PKoruiT, he spake as nevef man spa e. 
His doctrine distilled as the dew, ‘*Grace poured mto 
his lips,*’ Psal, xlv, 2, Bleassed teacher I TJie knowledge 
thou dost impart is life to our souls. Oh, may we never 
turn away from ** him that speaketh frorn h^ven. 

As our rniEsT, how precious is his offering and mter- 
cegsion! We have the “ remission of sms through Jns 
blood.” He “ ever liveth to make intercession fox us. 
He is “made higher than the heavens/’ “a great high 
priest, Jesus the Son of God.” 

As our KiKo, he b “ fairer than tho children of men. , 
He is King of kings and Lord of lords,” By the power 
of his grace he conquers tlic hearts of his chosen seed, and 
subjects them to his righteous government* O blessed 
Prince of peace! 0 precious reign of grace! He will pr^nt 
his redeemed church before the presence of hts glory w^th ex¬ 
ceeding joy, He shall triumph over all his foesj mr he 
must reign until all his enemies arc put under his feet. 
Those who will not have him to reign over them he will 
punish “ with everlasting destruction from the presence of 
the Lord, and from the glory of his power,” Then shall 
he “be glorified in his saints, and admired in them that bo 
licve.” 

Let it however be remembered, that it is the Father who 
is “the only true God,” that has exalted him, and upholds 
him in this high station, .Deut, xviii, 18,1 will raise them 
up a Prophet, &c* As a Priest he is “ made higher than 
the heavens*’* So Christ glorified not hin^elf to be made 
an high priest j but nn that said unto liim, thou art my 
Son, to-day have 1 begotten thee, Heb* 

Yet have I set my King upon my holy hiil of Zion* 
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The case of Joseph, who appears to liave been o strik' 
ing type of Christ, may ser\^e to illustrate, in some manner^ 
the scriptural representation of the glorious tJignity of tk 
Son of God, and also his dependence on the Father for all 
his^authority^ Gen* xli. S9—44* An^ Pharaoh said unto 
Joseph—thou shalt be over my house, and according to thy 
word shall all my people bo ruled: only in the throne will 
1 be greater than thou. And Pharaoh said unto Joseph, sec 
I have set thee over ail the land of Egypt. And Pharaoh 
took off his ring from his hand and put it on Joseph’s hand, 
and arrayeiihim in vestures of fine linen, and put a gold 
chain abou this neck. And he made him to ride in the second 
chariot which he had, and they cried before him, Bow the 
knee ; and he made him ruler over all the land of Egypt. 
And Pharaoh said unto Joseph, I am Pharaoh, and without 
thee shall no man lift his hand or foot in all the land of 
Egypt, 

Such was the high authority with which Pharaoh invesi* 
ed Joseph; in consequence of which, he was, in a sense, ho* 
nored even as they honored Pharaoh ; Ibr it was said to 
him, Thou art even as Pharaoh f Gen.xliv, 18, Joseph, 
was exalted to the government of Egypt ; and was indeed 
more actively ruler, than Pharaoh himself Yet Pharaoli 
was greater than Joseph, From Pharaoh he derived allj 
his dignity, and on his sovereign will he was dependeni 
for all his authority* Pharaoh goverTied E^ypt by Josepb. 
Pharaoh Egypt during the famine by Joseph, He 

gave him a name, said to signify a Savior, and command¬ 
ed all to bow the knee to Joseph* 

So ^‘tho eternal Spirit,” who is and ever must be the. 
alone God, creates, upholds, governs and saves by his Son^ 
“ whom he hath appointed heir oi all things,” whom he" 
hath made better than the angels f ^ and whpm, on ac¬ 
count of all judgment being committed to him, he require^ 
us to honor even as we honor the Father, I have no idea 
that the case of Joseph, or any other, can present to tht 
mind an adequate parallel of the incomparable Immanuel, 

Nor «ATth, nor arns, nor sun* nor slarB* 

Nor heiiven his full resf’rnblaoci:; bear* j 
*■ Hb bcduiteii we caa (leveriracp* 

“ Till We behold hhn face to face.*'* 

Far be it from us to rob the Savior of his true glory 
Far be it from us to deny his own tastimony* Let uf 
not be found uniting with the Jews in charging ^^thf 


faithful witness,” with advancing claims to a character he 
never assumed t a charge which Jesus himself immediately 
repelled m the plainest language* John v. 19, How delu¬ 
sive is the impression, that we are honoring the Son of God 
while we deny his own testimony ? 

Let none, however, imagine, that we can have too exalt* 
ed views of the sinner’s friend, that we can adore him too 
highly, or love him too ardently, while in accordance with 
the inspired testimony, we behold him as “ the image ofthe 
invisible God ; ” and worship him “ to the glory of God 
the Father,” Let our minds expand to the utmost stretch 
of thought in the contemplation ofhis divine beauty and glo¬ 
rious dignity j still our conceptions of his incomparable ex¬ 
cellence will be vastly too limited and inadequate* Let 
our hearts glow with the most fervent love, and our bosoms 
heave with the warmest gratitude to his dear name, still we 
must acknowledge Chat our affections towards him bear 
no proportion to his charms or hia love. With our high¬ 
est notes of praise, we must mingle the sigh of larneniation, 
that we admire and love and praise him no more- 

” ll«d wfl I thousand livea to 

A thouiiand Jirei ahould aU bo thino.” 


CHAPTER IV* 

Oontfiining an examimtion the dhine iesiimanp r€* 
siding the import of the term Sorr of God, nnd whether 
It is, or is not expressive if the kighest character of 
our blessed Lord* 

^ It has long been a sentiment of very general belief in 
the Christian church, that the terms iSfon of Gadj onl^ 5e- 
gotien Son of God^ are expressive of that divine relation 
to the Father in which his highest chamcier consists. 
These terms are now considered by some, who are to be re¬ 
spected for their talents and piety, as referable to the hu- 
rnanity of Christ peculiarly begotten ; and not m importing 
his most exalted nature. 

In relation to this interesting and important subject, we 
may consider the following truths derived from the divine 
testimony* 

1. It is in the character of the Sow of God, that the Sa* 
2 
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vior is presented to a lost world, as the great object of 
faith, and with the belief of this truth salvation is connected. 

2. It is in this character, he is an object of worship. 

3. Jesus Christ during his ministry on earth never 
claimed a higher title. 

4. The highest title ever given him in the scriptures of 
truth, even that of God, is given to him as the Son of God, 

If these propositions are clearly supported by the word of 
God, can we possibly avoid the conclusion, that the terms 
under consideration import the highest character of our Re¬ 
deemer ? 

1. That ** the Lord from heaven,” is presented to a per¬ 
ishing world as the great and glorious object of faith in 
the character of the Son of God, with the belief of which 
truth salvation is connected, appears from the following 
passages. Matt. iii. 17. xvii. 5. John i. 34. iii. 18. 36. vi. 
69. ix. 35. xi. 27. Acts viii. 37. ix. 20. Rom. i. 4.. 1 
John iv. 15., dic. 

2. That it is in this character he is worshiped, plainly 
appears from Heb. i. 6. When he bringeth in the first be- 
gotten into the world, he saith,and let all the angels of God 
worship him. See also John v. 23. Matt. xiv. 33. John 
ix. 35. 38. 

3. No passage can be found in which “ the faithful wit¬ 
ness” ever claimed a higher title. On this high claim, the 
charge of blasphemy by his opposers was founded. John 
X. 36. This claim excited their utmost rage. John v. 18. 

4. That it is as the Son of God on the throne of the 
mediatorial kingdom, he is called God, is evident from 
Heb. i. 8. Ps. xlv, 6. But unto the Son, he sailh. Thy 
throne, O God, is for ever and ever, &c. 

The first chapter to the Hebrews illustrates this impor¬ 
tant truth. It is manifestly the design of the inspired apos¬ 
tle in this chapter, to set forth our adorable Redeemer in 
his highest dignity and most glorious character. He re¬ 
presents him, verse 2, as the maker of the worlds. Ver. 3. 
as the brightness of the Father’s glory and the express 
image of his person. Ver. 4. as being much better than 
the angels. Ver. 6. as the object of their worship. And 
ver. 6. as God. But it appears from verses 2 and 3, that 
it was in the character of Son that he made the worlds. If, 
then, his creating the M'orld, if his being “ the express 
image” of the invisible God, denote his divine nature, the 
title of Son must denote the same. Why is he made so 
much better than the angels ? Because he hath by inher¬ 
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itance obtained a more excellent name than they. But 
what is this excellent name 1 It is the Son of God, This 
is evident from ver. 5. For unto which of the angels said 
he at any time, thou art my Son, &c. But if this name is 
applicable only to his humanity, it must rather signify that 
he was made “a little lower than the angels /” and the in¬ 
spired apostle appears wholly to have failed in his proof, 
ver. 5, which he evidently considers as conclusive. 

Mr. Fuller in his essay on this subject, justly remarks, 
“ The glory of the only begotten of the Father, and the 
glory of the Word, are used as convertible terms, as being 
the same: but the latter is allowed to denote the divine per¬ 
son of Christ, antecedent to his being madefiesh ; the same 
therefore must be true of the former. The word was 
madefiesh, and we beheld his glory ; that is, the glory of 
the Word, the glory of the only begotten of the Father, 
full of grace and truth, John i. 14.” 

Jo hn iii. 16. For God so loved the world, that he gave 
his only begotten Son, &c. Here the apostle exhibits to 
us the great love of the giver, by setting forth the excel¬ 
lence of the gift. But all this excellence is comprised in the 
phrase, “Aw only begotten Son,^* This phrase must, 
therefore, include the highest character of our blessed Re¬ 
deemer, or it is totally inadequate for the apostle’s purpose, 
to set forth the amazing love of God tow’ards us in “ his un¬ 
speakable gill.” 

Heb. iv. 14.—We have a great high priest, that is pass¬ 
ed into the heavens, Jesus the Son of God, “ The blood 
of Jesus Christ his Son cleanseth us from all sin.” If, 
then, there is any divinity in his priesthood, to give virtue 
to his sacrifice and intercession, that divinity is in the name 
of the Son of God, 

So also, when he is exalted as King on the holy hill of 
Zion, the decree is declared, “Thou art my Son,'' die. 
And when we are required to be reconciled to his govern¬ 
ment, we are commanded to “ kiss the Son," Psalm 
ii. 7. 12. 

John xvii. 5. And now, 0 Father, glorify thou me with thine 
own self, with the glory which I had with thee before the 
world was. The obvious truth in this passage is, that the 
Son possessed glory with the Father “ before the world 
was,” and, consequently, that these relations then subsisted. 
But if the term “ Son of God," is not expressive of the Re¬ 
deemer’s highest character,lt follows that the Son of God, 
so far from possessing glory with with the Father before 
the world w’as, has not yet existed two thousand years I 















It la remarked by tbe respected author bofore quoted, 
that “ God is frequently said to have jtent his Son into the 
world. John vii. 18. x. 36, I John iv, 9, 10, But this 
implies that he was Ins Son antecedent to his being sent. 
To suppose otherwise, is no less absurd than supposiug 
that when Ghristis said to have sent forth his twelve disci¬ 
ples, they were not disciples, but in consequence of his 
sending them, or of some preparation pertaining to their 
mission.’* “ Moreover, to say that God sent his own Son 
in the likeness of sijful is equal to saying, that the 
Son of God assumed human naiuret he must therefore 
have been the Son of God before his incarnation, Christ 
is called the Son of God antecedent to his being munifesi- 
ed to destroy (he works of the devil ; but he was manifest¬ 
ed to destroy the works of the devil by faking upon him 
human nature; consequently he was the Son of God ante* 
cedent to the human nature being assumed,” 

it has been frequently suggested, that the ground of 
Christ’s sonship is given us in Luke i. 35, and is no other 
than his miraculous conception. It is true that our Lord was 
miraculously conceived of the Holy Spirit, and that such a 
conception was peculiar to him; but it does not follow, that 
by this he became the Son^ or only begotten Son of God. 
Nor does the passage in question prove any such thing. 
It may be a reason given why Christ is called the Son 
of God I but not why he fs so, Christ is called the Son of 
God as raised from the dead, and as exalted at the right 
hand of God, Acts xiii, 3^, Heb, i, 4, 5. Did he then 
become the Son of God by these events? This is impos¬ 
sible ; for sonship is not a progressive matter. If it arose 
from his miraculous conception, it could not for that reason 
arise from his resurrection or exaltation: and so on the 
other hand, if it arose from his resurrection, or exaltation, 
it could not proceed from his miracuious conception. But 
if each be undeistood of his being hereby proved, acknow- 
lodged, or, as the scriptures express it, ‘ declared to be the 
Son of God with power,’ all is easy and consistent,” 

Eom, i, 3, 4, b an instructive passage* Our Lord was 
made of the seed of David accordingHo the flesh, and de¬ 
clared to be the Son of God with power according to the 
spirit of holiness,” dec* It is admitted by learned Trinita¬ 
rians that it is not the third person in the Trinity that is 
referred to here*” (See Barnes, Poole, &c. on the passage*) 
It is Christ’s spirit in contrast with his body. He was of 
the seed of David in respect to liis flesh or body* Observe, 
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not according to his flesh and Auman joul, but simply in 
respect to his fesh, or body. “ A body, (not body and 
soul) hast thou prepared me*” “The Word was made 
flesh,” not flesh and souh But “ accord: ng,” or, in respect, 
to his spirit, he was “ the Son of God*” The passage 
proves that he was so before his incarnation* Mr, Barnes 
observes, “The expression aceorditig to the spirit of holu 
ness does not indeed of itself imply divinity. It denotes 
that holy and more exalted nature which he possessed as 
distinguished from the human*” The distinction, howeveri 
in the passa^, is not between two spirits of different na¬ 
tures, but simply between the nature and origin of his one 
holyTspirit and the nature and origin of that flesh or body 
which that spirit assumed,* 

We have, then, suflicient proof from the divine testimo¬ 
ny, that the term Son of God is expressive of I he highest 
character of our Savior* The reflecting reader will dis^ 
cern that we have equal proof that he is, in his highest na¬ 
ture, “the only begotten of the Father,” and must, there¬ 
fore, be necessarily dependent on him for all things, agree¬ 
ably to Christ’s own words all things are deZicered unto 
me of my Father,” Mr* Fuller, although a Trinitarian, 

• My esteemed btiotlier Ramet t^emhiics, on i. i. The naiural 
■det iIk; rniTi Son of Got! therefore jh, tint lie ptiiiatiml a relatinii io 
GwI ill hit nature which nn|>lied mori; thtn »ti hiirntn or ungelk; « hioh 
iioplietl wilh GocL" 'n,it the tinni “The Son nt GmI*’ and 

“ oSLT imply 1 nature tiipeiw to iIjk liiirntn ariJ angdiei it 

obvtnui. But htnr It fhllnw ih^-l his nature be ihiit Dr'sM|iTen^e 
drily ? Is it inipossilile for God tn ermte or iK'pel anv iiitrUi^ii! being 
of a higher iiatnrv Ihauthatoflhe aujselic? Mr* H adds "'this id»ii fi. e. of 
epmiU ^) vws naturally siip^t-ated tn the Jen t by his Gnd im Fa¬ 

ther, Jnhn v, l8.” Wheiher tlieir iiilt‘+«iic« ft>i mtur^t nr noi it was 
oertpinly wnfrue, the failhful viinesa** himself Wing for Ji tiia 

Christ tminediatdy rr^niiliatid theii- Inl'emitial accusHlkio bv the asat-te- 
mtioti/ Vei ily,Tei ily^ I vy rmtoymijtlit! Sou can rfoWAing ofhimef/d^ 
Let meaiik 'hat res]>ecteil anrl midligem autlinr whi-ihcr the lei'fn 
*Votf tkiei not ** nature 11) ” sugitest die ulea nf " bcyottcriP* U i.ot the 
klea of beyofUn insr|ntnihle fiom the hfea of lVoh f 1ki not the Sch iplurei 
of tnith (MLnIy anti positively Uwlai^e that Jesus Clirwt, a$ the .Son of 
God, if ]ii*i:aTr»:ir f Once mote ^n-Fruit me in ask, nol ihe term 
begnttefi naiuretly the idea of d^ivaiwn ? Ilia admittriJ that 

the nature uf Jehovah is muterived and How then can u tnrm 

which iifttiimlly Htpesi* the idea qf derivaiion itaturally iiivgesi the idt^a 
of ee^-eiiWnce ? If it cannot, (as is oh»ions to comniqn ftt-ntt'.) it ran-, 
not naturallv »iiggi-fi ilie idea of perfect “equaliu” wfth God, Tlio 
inanifeit truth ii, iltat the lerm*" 1'lie only beuoikn’Snji Giid,” natu* 
rally tnggeiii. to every iinbiaird n.ind, the j<leu of a diithict fi-oni 
the alone God \ dependent upon him fm- his existence, hnt a imrFjiheL’ of 
thfc diviiit: uuture in u peculiar and iiroemtiieol munoei' imd de^en. 
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acknowledged in the conclusion of his essay on the Son- 
ship of Christ, that “ in the order of nature, the tather 
must have existed before tAe Son He indeed supposed 
the Son to be ■' properly eternal,” os well as the rather. 
But to reconcile this idea with the above concession, is, to 
me at least, absolutely impossible. . 

Is this, with any of us a subject of mere speculation (— 
God forbid ! [n this name, my brethren, is concentrated 
all the glory of God ever vie wed by mortal mi nds. I n this 
name centers all our hope, and peace, and joy. It is this 
dear nnme that draws forth our souls to Jehovah, m wonder, 
love and praise. This is the blest name that comprises all 
those glorious “ things the angels desire to look into. And 
it is in the knowledge, love and adoration of this t*®™® 
the saints shall be “ filled with all the fulness of God. 

rriay I liTe to rpnfh ihe 
’Whtre hp utivfils his lovely 
. Where all Iiis Itvaulies you Whold, 

And Eing his name to harps of gold ” 


CfTAPTER Y, 

ContainiTig an examinaiim of the dwinf iCJitmon^ con- 
ccfiling Jesus Chfistj as the 0iiJ>:cT of faitii* 

It is iindoubrcdly our duty and pri vilege ro believe et^ert/ 
part of the divine record respecting ibe Son of God, But 
we are particularly to observe in Avbat character he is pre¬ 
sented to a lost world as the object of faith^ and what we 
are required to believe in order to be saved. 

John iii. 16. For God so loved the world that he gave 
his only begot tm ihat whosoever belie vet h in him 
should not perish but hnvc everlasting life. 18. He that 
belie vet h on him is not condemned, but he that believeth 
not is condemned already ; because he hath not believed 
in the name of the only hegoUen of God^ 36* Ho 

that bcUeveth on the Son hath everlasting life ; and he that 
bellevelh not the Son shull not see life : but the wrath of 
God abideth^on him, John ix. 3o. Jesus—said unto him, 
dost thou believe on ihe Son of God ? Acts viii. 37* I be- 

* DiflloguP*, JrPllcrB and Ess^tty?, on vajious subjects, page 154 
ilanford edUiua. 
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lieve that Jesus Christ is the Son of God> Acts ix* 20. 
And straightway he preached Christ in the synagogues, that 
he is the Son God^ John xx. 31. But these are written, 
that ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of 
God; and that believing ye might have life through his name, 
I John iv. 15. Whosoever shall conless that Jesus is the 
Son of Godj God dwelleth in him and he in God. These 
things have I written unlo you that believe in the name of 
the Son of God^ that ye may It now that ye have eternal 
life; and that ye may believe on the name of the Bon of 
God” Is it not a truth, shining with peculiar luster in the 
divine word, that Jesus Christ is presented to a perishing 
world as the grand object of faith, in the character of the 
Son of Gob ? 

When the heavens are opened, that the character of the 
^vior may be announced by the Majesty on high to a per¬ 
ishing world, what do we hear 1 This is the second person 
of the adorable Trinity 1 This is the supreme God ? No j 
but, “ this is my bdoped Son, in whom 1 am well pleased; 
hear ye him.” And what did the blessed Ambassador of 
peace require ? Dost thou believe on the Son of God 1 ” 
This great truth was indeed the dividing line between his 
disciples and the world. The former believed, and were 
saved i the latter denied / and perished. As Jesus never 
clatmedeL higher character than this ;he never required his 
disciples to believe that he possessed any higher character, 
It was the spiritual reveTatioii of this great truth to the apos¬ 
tle Peter that rendered him blessed. And it was the confes¬ 
sion, not that Jesus was the supreme God, or the second in 
a Trinity of equal persons ; but, “ thou art the Christ, the 
Son of eA£ which received the benediction of 

his Lord. Matt, xvi* 16,17. 

Shall we then be dissatisfied with a confession which the 
Savior himself approved 1 Shall we add to the divine testi- 
tnony ? Or shall we contradict that testimony and say, 
whosoever shall confess that Jesus is the Son of Godf God 
doth not dwell in him and he in Ood, unless he doth also 
confess that Jesus Christ is that very God whose Son he is 
declared to be? 

It is indeed important to observe, that true and saving 
faith in the ehuracter of the Son of God, implies a holy be¬ 
lief of his testimony respecting the perfectionja of God, the 
purity and reasonableness of his Law f the exceeding sinful¬ 
ness of man as a rebel against the divine government; the 
of salvation, through the perfect obedience of Jesus 
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Christ unto death ; and the necessity of the fruits of holi¬ 
ness, “ without which no man shall see the Lord. 

Awful is the delusion, and dreadful will he the doom ol 
all those who rest in a mare pr(i/«*no» of the truth, that 
Jesns is the Son of God. Their condemnation b already 
declared, “ Thou hast neither part nor lot in this matter: 
For thy heart U not right in the sight of God.” Acts 

viiL2L, . . . , 

If, then, we admit that we are required to believe in me 
highest diaracitr of the Savior, in order to te saved by 

him; we must admit that the term Son of God, in that pecu¬ 
liar sense in which it is applied to Christ, is expressive of 
that character* 


CHAPTER VI. 

Cort^flinmg- an i^cajnination of Ike divine (eMtimony con- 

etraing the Son of God-as « mstinct BBiso/row the 

Father^ 

It is indeed revealed that Christ and his Father are oae- 
John y* 30* But it is no where revealed that the Father and 
Son are ont being. In the very next verse preceding the 
declaration, “ I and my Father are one,” Jesus said, “ My 
Father—is greater than all” Jesus also prayed, John 
xvii. 21, that his disciples may be one; as thou. Father, 
art in me, and I in thee; that they also may be one m us. 

Do not all those passages which declare that Christ 
** came down from heaven “from God f that the Father 

unt him ; evidently imply that he was a distinct 
that very highest character in which only he existed wiih 
God” in heaven, before he “ came down from heaven I 
If the Spirit of truth has used the language of mortals, m 
the sense it is invariably used and understood by mortals ; 
oan these passages fail to produc^ the conviction, that he 
who came down from heaven, “ from Godt who was 
sent bu Ike Father, was, and is a distinct being from the 
Father who sent him 1 Is it possible to conceive of the ^on 
coming down from heaven, rather than the if they 

are both “ the same numerical essence T * Or, is it po^i' 
ble to conceive of the Word being made flesh, rather 
than the Father, if we conceive of both as one being ? 

It has been suggesttd, by a late able writer, that the pas¬ 
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sages which speak of God’s sending his Son, die. are to be 
understood as referring to the Father’s sending him after he 
was born of ike virgin, to execute the mediatorial office* 
The scriptural repr^entation is, that the Father sent him 

into the woridJ^ John iiL 17, dte* Besides, if the opin* 
ion of that writer is correct, that Christ, as the ^onofGod^ 
did not exist previous to the incarnation; we certainly must 
expect never to read of any character inferior to the supreme 
God coming ** down from heaven, 

Let us now attend to “ the faithful witness*” John vi* 
3@* For 1 came dot(m from heaven, not to do mine own 
will, but the will of him that sent me. John vu 33* For 
the bread of God is he which cometh down from heaven, 
and giveth life unto the world. John viii. 42, I proceeded 
forth, and came from God ; neither came I ofmysef, but 
he sent me, John xiii* 3. Jesus knowing that the Father 
had given all things into his hands, and that he was come 
from God, and went to God* John xvL 28, I came forth 
from the Father, and am come into the world : again I leave 
the world and go to the Father. Well" did his disciples 
say, “ Lo, now speabest thou plainly, and speakest no pro¬ 
verb,” 

How manifest from these words of the disciples, is the 
truth, that they were not Trinitarians. Had they under¬ 
stood our Lord to say, thatthe same numerical essence” 
came ibrth from “ the same numerical essence,” would they 
have said, *^Lo, now speakest thou plainly," dec, ? Must 
they not fiave said, as Trinitarians say, Thou speakest 
an incomprehensible mystery ? 

Heb. X, 5, Wherefore, w^hen he conttlh into the world, 
he saith. Sacrifice and oflering thou wouldst not, but a 
BODY hast thou prepared me, &c.* 7. Then said I, Lo, I 

* A BonT lifltt thon prepared me.” Not a Iwly ami ati&lher spirit or 
ostii. " Ttie Word wai made flesh.” This is the divine tfstimoiny on 
this important suhJeeL The common Opinioo, that the Son of God took 
atiolher " Teasonuhle soul” is austained by no decinration of the Bible. 
** The first bom of e^ery ereature,” the ** fii-st begotten” was a spirit^ 

the image of the inviaihle God." This spiritj or Word, was made flesh," 
i. e* ooUeil In the Ivodj " prepared'* for him, and, In connection there¬ 
with, humbled himifeir, wa* made like unto hia brethren.” He became 
iuacepUble of our Fee lie rs and InfiiTutlies, wa* tempted in all pointt at we 
arc,- hut wiitiontsln, tliat he might kiiov bow to succor them that are 
templed. That it was poisible For the Son oF Gixl incarnate thnt to hum¬ 
ble himself and to be qualified to syin|iathize with mo ourFaithFul High 
Priest, wit hoot asauntlng an additional gpint oF the hiitnan nature ; and 
that the assumption of a human body m conncctl^ with such humiliatkin 
of spirit furn'ishet adequate ground for bis bp-hg called mBn, the Son oF 
mao, &e. no one canleaionaidy deny. 
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come (in the volume of tlie book it b written of roe) to do 
ihy 0 God, How plain and forcible is this divine 
teslimony I Is not tlie last quoted declajration of Christi re¬ 
presented as being previous to his actually being in the 
flesh ? Was it not the declaration of the Word that was 
with God /■ and “ was made flesh f * And is it not t he lan¬ 
guage of inferiority and subjection ? Her© are two dis>‘ 
tinei wills spoken of b^ore the inearnafiorii The will of 
the Son, in subjection to the will of the Father*. Could 
the Word” in truth say, “ / come to do thy will, OG od,” 
rather than liis own ; or could he afterwards say, ‘‘ I camtf 
down from heamn, not to do mine own will,” if his will 
was the same numerical will wiih that of the Father t 
Surely, then, wo are plainly taught in the unerring word 
of truth, that he who came down from heaven to do 
the will of God, was and is, in his highest character, a dis~ 
iinct being from him w hose will lie volu ntarily came to do, 
Jolm ^vii. 5* And now,0 Father, glorify thou me with 
thine own self, with the glory which \ had with thee before 
the world was. Is not the glory, which Christ here prayed 
for, and for ivhich, consequently, he acknowledges his de- 
pendcDce on the Father, the glory of his highest nature ? 
This is certainly the case; for in his highest nature only 
did he exist “before the world,was.” But if the Word 
was ever dependent on the Father for his highest glory, he 
must have been always dependent; for supreme independ¬ 
ence is immutable. This prayer of Jesus Christ, there¬ 
fore, proves that the Word is a dbfmcf from the Fa¬ 
ther. After this prayer was answered, and Jesus glorified 
with the same glory he had witli the Father before the 
world was, he is still distinguished from God in the follow¬ 
ing passages : Rom. i. 7. 1 Cor. i. 3. xi. 3* 1 Thes* iii. 

11. 2 Thes. iii. 5. iu 16, &c. 

2 Cor. viii. 9. For ye know the grace of our Ix)rd Jesus 
Christ, that though he was rich, yet for your sakes he be- 
come poor, dic. Here the inspired apostle refers to the glo¬ 
ry of the Son of God before he was made flesh. Moved 
with compassion for us, he laid aside this glory ; he be¬ 
came jooor.” Surely this cannot, in any sense, be applica¬ 
ble to the immutable Jehovah. 

1 Cor. viii. 6. But to us there is hut one God, the Fa- 
THEK, of whom arc all things, and we in him; and om 
Lord Jems Christ, m whom are all things, and we by 
him. Is it possible for any language to prove more eic- 
plicitly that there is to trinity of persons in the one God, 
than thi31 Here we are plainly taught, not only that there 
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is but Ole God,-but that this one God is “the Father,’*^ 
Alas! we have still to say with the aposlte, “Howbeit 
there is not in every man that knowledge;’’ for some 
with {jonacience to us, the Father alone, is not the one 
7 he one God, is the Father, Son, and Holv Spirit. 
Here, then, are two different testimonies oenceriiing the 
only living and true God. And which shall we believe 1 
The one mspi^ by the Holy Ghost; or that which is de- 
ai^ by rallible men? Is there a single passage of 
wriprere which declares that the Father, Son, and Holy 

1 \ 't>^ee persons in 

e Godhead . Or that the Father alone is not the one 

.s ■; should we 

iA .declared, in at least one passage? Tbo 
fevt in 1 John V. 7. ( if it were not an interpolation,) does 
Mt dMlaremther expressly or implicitly, that the Father, 
Word, and Holy Ghost are one God, or one being, or one 
wrson, or three persons : but simply »these three are one.” 
in wnat sense they are one, must certainly be determined 
by other passages of scripture. How plainly is the one 
Lord Jesus Christ, “ nr whom are all things,” distinguish. 
M from the one G^, » op whom are all things.” And how 
^rlectlv does this harmonize with other parts of the divine 
^stimony “ God who created all things bv Jesus Christ.” 
Lph. lu. 9. By him he saves sinners, and manifests the 
glory ofhis grace, “ to the principalities and powers in the 
heavenly places.” Eph. hi. 10. By him he will judge the 

r (f** ®’ 'Hcre again, the 

one God and Father of all, who is above ail, and through 
all, and in you all, is distinguished from the “ one Lord.” 

Ul. 1.16,16. Who is the tmage of the invisible God, (fie 
/re/6om o/every creature! for by him were all things cre- 
ated, Christ Jesus was the »mag-e of God, in his 
/iigAes( tiafttre, for as such he created the world. Does 

Ik** '* * distinct being from 

the Father Wourd the declaration, that a being w (fie 
mo^e of htmself convey any intelligible idea to the mind? 
Is the word ever so used 1 h not every image a represen- 

n!f revealed that the Son is the 

inv si^ble God, would the apostle have said, he isthe image 
orjiAenm of the n visible God? When ^ne person K 
_ nking resemblance to another, we sometimes sav, he 

Wth the greatest propriety ; for “ God who commanded the 
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light to shine out of darkneasj hath shined into our hearts to 
give the light of the knowledge of his glory in tht face of 
Jesus ChristJ*^ 

Tho^rsi born of euer^ creature. The apostle proves 
that the Son of God is “ the first born of every creature ” 
by bis creating all things. His argument is conclusive; 
for if ‘^God —created ail things by J^us Christ ” Jesus 
Christ must have existed ** before all things.” The passage 
also proves that he was the first born of every creaturej 
whm he created all things, otherwise^ the latter could be 
no proof of the former, if we refer the phrase “ first born 
of every creature,” to bis!/iifmnnifyi it makes the apostle 
argue very absurdly, that Jesus Christ is a man because be 
made all things. It is conceived that every unbiased mind 
must perceive that the apostle has as much reference to the 
highest nature of Christ, when he declares him to be the 
JiTst born of every creature^ as when he declares, that ‘'by 
him were all things created.” And we may as well say, it 
was his humanity that created all things, as to say, it was 
his humanity that was the first born of every creature. 
When it is said, that by him all things were created, it is 
manifest that he himself is excepted, who is “ the only be- 
gotten of the Father,” and “ the beginning of the creation 

of God,” Rev, iii.li, , i , 

John xvii, 3, And this is life eternal, that they might knew 
thee the only true God^ and Jesus Christ whom thou hast 
sent! Does not the faithful witness” here plainly distin^ 
ffuish between himself, and “ the only true God 1” If Jo- 
Christ is the only true God, and man in one has 

he in this passage borne witness to the trutkF Jude 4. 
Denying the only Lord God, and our Lord Jesus Christ 
Here also our Savior is distinguished from the only Lord 
God, John viu H, If any man will do his will, he shall 
know of the doctrine, whether it bo of God, or whether I 
speak of myself, John xiv, 1, Ye believe m God, believe 
rdso in me. Rom, i, 7, Grace to yon, and peacefrom G<^ 
our Father, and the Lord Jesus Christ. Titus n. 18, 
Looking for that blessed hope, and the glorious appearing 
of the great God, and our Savior Jesus Christ. The scrip¬ 
tures assure us that the second coming of Christ will be at- 
tended with the manifestation glory of hu tother, 

as well as the glory of the Son, and of the holy angels. 
Matt. xvL27. Rom.xvi. 27. To God only wise, be glory 
through Jesus Christ for ever. Amen. Heb. xu. 28, 24, 
To God the judgeof all —and to Jesus the meditator, &c. 
I Tim. ii. 5- For there is one God, and one meditator be- 
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fu?een God and men, the man Christ Jesus. Rev. i, 9, 
For the word of God^ and for the teaiimony of Jesus Christ, 
Rev. V. 13* Blessing, and honor, and glory, and power be 
unto him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb 
for ever and ever. If Jesus Christ or the Lamb, is the ve¬ 
ry same being that sitleth upon the throne, is not ihe last 
clause superfluous and without meaning? Rev. xix.l8— 
16. Here our Savior is called the Word of God, the 
“ King of kings and Lord of lords.” Are not these titles 
descriptive of his very highest character? Yet this King of 
kings and Lord of lords ; this Word of God is plainly dis¬ 
tinguished in the 15th verse, from the “ Almigiitv God. 
W hile we give to the Son of God the glory due to bis name; 
let us receive his own testimony, that the Father is ** the 
only true God;" “for of him, and through him, and to him, 
are all things, to whom be glory for ever. Amen.'^ 


CHAPTER VU: 

Containing an earnmina/ton of the divine testimony rt^ 

specHngthe infbbioiiity of the highest character of the 

Son to that of the Father, 

John xiv. 28. My Father is greater than I. The views 
of some of our dear Christian brethren oblige them to con¬ 
sider this declaration as referjing to them^ialorial char^ter 
of Jesus Christ, from his highest nature. This 

is conceding that Jesus Christ, as mediator, is not the su¬ 
preme Godj consequently, the argument, that he must be the 
supreme God in order to be fi competent mediator, and to 
make an adequate atonement, is given up. Let it, howev¬ 
er, be seriously considered, whet^r Jesus Christ could in 
truth say this, if He is supreme God and man in one per¬ 
son. Must not the pronoun f in reference to that one per¬ 
son, necessarily include all the uHributes of that one per¬ 
son, if Jesus Christ makes no distinction here between one 
nature and another, nor between a lower and higher cha¬ 
racter? The connection of the passage, clearly shows, 
that our Savior here spoke in reference to his highest cha¬ 
racter. “ If ye loved me, ye would rejoice, because I said, 
I go unto my Father, for my Father is greater than L” 
Does not Jesus here teach his disciples, that they ought to 
rejoice because he was going to enjoy a happier state, and 
that his felicity in the society of his Father, would arise 
from the superior glory of the Father f Boes not the 
connexion plainly teach] that the Father would be greater 
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than the Son in that state to which he waii going ? If we 
do not admit this, the whole force and propriety of the pas¬ 
sage is destroyed, if it is admitted, it proves the infetior^ 
%ty of the Son, in his highat natmc ; for as certainty &s 
his prayer was answered, John xvii, 5, he w'as immediate^ 
ly glorified with thegiory he had with the Father **6e/bre 
the woTldwas^y which was the glory of his divine nature. 

John X. 27^29, My sheep hear my voice, and I know 
them, and they follow me; and I give unto them eternal 
h e; and they shall never perish, neither shall any man 
pluck them out of my hand. If Jesus Christ is the supreme 
wd, could he add anything to this declaration to show the 
Tm ^lernal security of his sheep? Yet he adds, 

** j ^ me, h greater ihan all- 

and no man is able to pluck them out of my Father’s hand,” 
Is It not in his highest nature and character that the Son 
of God gives his sheep eternal life ? And does he not in the 
most unequivocal manner testify, that he is in that nature 
md cluiracier inferior to the Father ? If, how-ever, we sup¬ 
pose Jesus Christ did not here speak of himself in his high¬ 
est nature, (for which supposition I cannot 'perceive the 
evidence,) still according to the doctrine of 
the Trinity, he could not say, » My Father — h greater 
than all; for, according to that doctrine, the Father is 
neither greater than the Word, or the Holy Spirit, who are 
consider^ dhtinct persons from him* 

John V. 17 '23* Here we find the unbelieving Jews 
charging the holy Jesus with ** making himself equal with 
^d, because he said, « that God was his Father.” Did 
Jesus Christ admit their inference to be a just one? 
J^t us again hear ‘^the faithful witness” in his answer to 
this charge.: Verily, verily, I say unto you, the Son can 
^nothing of himself^ but what he seeth the Father do,”* 
There can be no reasonable doubt that the highest nature 
and character of the Son was here the subject of dispute. 
At the very same lime that Jesus in the most solemn, plainand 
jwsitive manner, declared his enlire dependence on his Fa¬ 
ther, he assures us he is to be honored as the Father on ac¬ 
count of all judgment being commiiied to him: which honor 
and worship is certainly to be paid to bis highest character, 
John X. 30. 38. Here the Jews charged eur blessed Re¬ 
deemer with blasphemy, and with makmghimselfGod, be- 

• Wna itiis ^iifi^'ring the miitske of the Jeira to Mat uncorfeeted 
See a Sermon by Air, Thoriifti Baldwin,on the deiij ofCbriit, ^sage i\ 
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cause he said unto them, “ I and my Father are onenot¬ 
withstanding Jesus in the very next verse before, had as¬ 
sured them that his Father was ** greater than af/.” But 
let us hear the reply of the SaviorJesus answered them. 
Is it not written in your law, I said, Ye are gods ? If he 
called them gods unto whom the word of God came, and 
the scripture cannot be broken; say ye of him whom the 
Father”—what 1 declares to be the supreme God, or the se¬ 
cond in a trinity of equal persons ? No; but whom the 
Fcther hath sanctified, and sent into the world, thou 
blasphemest, because I said, 1 am the Son ofi God F” Ob- 
Berve that the highest title Jesus here claimed or indeed 
ever claimed in his conferences with the Jews is the Son of 
God. 

Mr, Stuart supposes that the term Son of God is not ex¬ 
pressive of the highest nature of our Lord, and admits that 
the Jews misconstrued the words of Christ on these ocea- 
sions. He represents that ** prudence would not permit” 
of “ bis advancing claims to a truly divine character” on 
these occasions. But how does this sentiment agree with 
the fact that what he did say enraged them so much, that 
they sought to kill him immediately by stoning? As Jesus 
‘%new what was in man,” he must have known that his ad¬ 
vancing the claim of being “the son of God," would actual¬ 
ly produce the same effect in their minds, as if he had real¬ 
ly claimed to be “ equal with God for this was the fact, 
and tboir utmost rage was excited* It is equally evident, 
that they were in no more favorable condition to hear 
with candor the claims Jesus did advance, than to hear and 
examine claims to to a higher character. It appears to me, 
therefore, that the motive which Mr. Stuart supposes to have 
influenced our Savior to withheld his testimony to his high¬ 
est character on this occasion did not exist.* 

One of the declarations of out Lord, which occasioned 
the charge of the Jews, was, “ I and my Father are one,” 
Now, if be meant, as some suppose, that he and his Father 
arc one being, the Jews did not misconstrue his words; 
but then it would have been necessary for Jesus to have 
supported this sense of the passage by a very different rea¬ 
son than that the Father had sanctified and sent him into 
the world ; which is the language of dependence and inferi¬ 
ority, and can never be construed to afford any argument 
in favor of supreme divinity. A Trinitarian would argue, 

• Leltera tn Miller* page* 145—148. 
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Jesus Chnsl and the Father are one, because they are “the 
same numeTical essence,*^ or because they are equal per¬ 
sons in the Godhead; and if this were true, no doubt Jesus 
Christ would have argued in the same manner. The holy 
Son of God is perfectly one with the Father, i, e. united 
with him in the glorious work of redeeming love, and in 
everything appertaining to the divine government* It is im¬ 
possible for me to reconcile the solemn asseveration, that 
“ the Son can do nothing of himself,’* with either “ pru¬ 
dence” or truth ; (considering that Jesus sard this, when his 
highest character was the subject of disputation, and when 
he claimed to be honored in some sense as the Father,’) 
without believing that he is, in Aij most exaUtd imturt^ ia- 
ftrior to the Father. 

Suppose a number of persons were now assembled to dis¬ 
cuss the important subject under consideration* Some af¬ 
firm, and others deny that Jesus Christ is the supreme 
God. Suppose “ the faithful witness*’ himself should come 
into this assembly, and say, “ the Son can 

do nothing of himself w'ould not this suffice to terminate 
the discussion 1 My brethren, the words of Jesus Christ 
must determine the point, whether we admit that determi- 
i nation or not, 

i Matt* XK* 23. To stt on my right hand, and on my 

, is not mine to give ; but it shall be given to them for whom 

! it is prepared of my Father. Matt* xxvi. 53. Thinkesl 

' thou that I cannot now pray to my Father, and he shall 

i presently give me more than twelve legions of angels. 

^ John xiv. 13. And whatsoever ye shall ask in my name that 

; will I do, that the Father may he glorified in the Son. John 

viii. 49^—58. I honor my Father, &Cp 1 seek not mine 
own^lory*—If I honor myself, my honor is nothing : it is 
i my Father that honoreth me* I know him and keep his 

saying.—“Before Abraham was I am. The last declaration 
which certainly refers to the highest character of the Sa¬ 
vior, is in immediate connection with the preceding expres¬ 
sions of inferiority to the Father, and manifestly teaches 
I us that the very same natare that was befote Abraham is 

! dependent on the Father, and in all things seeks,as his 

first object, his Father’s honor and not his own. Jesus does 
not give the Jews the least intimation, whereby they might 
understand that in one sentence He referred to one nature, 
and in another sentence to a diflerent nature* 

Mark xiii* 32 * But of that day, and that hour knoweth no 
man, no not the angels which are in heaven, neither the Son 


but the Father* Observe here the gradation in the scale 
of being* Man, Angels, Son, Father* It is easy, indeed, to say 
that the Savior did not know of that day as mm, but he 
knew it as God^ But for the truth’s sake, let us 6rst reflect 
what avthority we Imve for saying this. Did Jesus Christ 
say ibis ? Certainly if this were the truth, it was perfectly 
easy for the faithful and true witness to Jiave declared it. 
Couid his disciples have understood him in this sensei He 
first told them no man knew it; it would, therefore, have 
been a needless repetition to have added, the 

if the import was as man. Surely this is one of the 
last passages in which we a re to ex pact a repetition of ideas, 
'where there is such a marked distinction in the scale of be¬ 
ing* Besides, our Lord teaches us that the Father only 
knew of that day. But this is not true, if, as some suppose, 
the Father, Word, and Holy Spirit are three persons in one 
God; for, according to this, the Word or Son knew it 
equally with the Father* It makes no difference whether 
we consider the term TFor^i or 5on,as the distinctive appel¬ 
lation in the God head | in either case, it would still be untrue 
that the Father only knew of that day* Here, then, we have 
the testimony of Jesus himself, that he is, in bis highest na¬ 
ture, inferior to the Father in knowledge. We have also 
the same divine testimony, John v* 19* John xvii. 2, Matt, 
xxviii* 19, &c* that he is inferior to kirn in power. He has 
indeed, (as Mr* Stuart acknowledges a derived being may 
have) “ such an unlimited communication of power and 
knowledge and wisdom, that he may govern worlds*” He 
knows all things, in a vastly higher sense than Christians 

know all things*** 1 John ii. 20* 

John vi. 38* For I came down from heaven, not to do 
jniuc utun will, but the will of him that sent me. Jesus 
Christ does not say he entered “ upon the duties of any pub¬ 
lic office,” not to do his own will, fijc* but I came down 
front heaven, not to do mine own will,^&c* It is indeed 
said of John the Baptist, as Mr. S* remarks, "there was a 
man sent from God j” and " the same came to witness,” dsc* 
But was it ever said of John, or any other prophet but Jesus 
Christ, that he "came down from heaven ?’* Surely, then, 
these words of our dear Redeemer, which fully express in¬ 
feriority to the Father, must be referred to the Woko, 
which " was with God” before he was made flesh. Mr* S, 
indeed, implicitly admits that Christ’s being sent by the Fa¬ 
ther refers to his highest nature ; for he considers the terms 
" jendijtg' and being seal,” as proof of distinct persons in 


















the Godhead.* Will Mr. S. affirm that these terms furnish | 
more proof of distinct person* than they do of distinct he^ f 
ings 1 

Heb. 1st chap. We have already remarked, that the ‘ 
design of the apostle in this chapter, is to exhibit the Son of 
God in his highest nature and most glorious character. In ^ 
order to excite the attention of the Hebrews to Him who is 
“ the body” of aiT those ceremonies and sacrifices which 
were only the “ shadows of good things to comehe re¬ 
joices to set him forth in his unrivalled glory above all other 
creatures. But the inspired writer as clearly teaches us, 
that for these high titles and perfections the Son is depend^ ! 
ent on the Father, and inferior to him. Is he “ heir of 
all things ?” He is “ appointed” such by the Father. Has 
he “ made the worlds ?” It was the Father w ho made the 
worlds BY him. Is he “better than the angels? He is 

made*' BO by the Father. Is he the Son of God, the | 
brightness of the Father’s glory and the express image of 
his person ? He is the “ first begotten" of the Father. Is 
he the object of angelic worship ? It is by the command of 
the Father. Is he called God ? It is as “ the Son" who 
is begotten of the Father, who is declared to be his God, 
and to have anointed him with the oil of gladness above his 
fellows. * 

Dear Christian brethren, let us not be so positive that our 
present views are correct, as to prevent our perceiving the 
true import of the divine testimony, endeavoring only to re- ' 
cbncile that testimony with our system. Let us feel that it 
is possible at least, that our system may be erroneous; and 
that the opposition we feel to a particular doctrine, may | 
arise from wrong inferences drawn from that doctrine. It 
is indeed easy to say, that every passage relating to Christ 
which expresses inferiority, refers to his human nature, i 
But shall we say this without any regard to the connection ^ 
of truth, in manifest violation of the testimony of the Holy 
Spirit in that connection ? Is it not a violation of scripture 
and reason, to refer those passages which clearly teach the 
inferiority cf the Son in that state in which he existed be¬ 
fore his incarnation, to a nature which had then no exist¬ 
ence ? The word of truth plainly shews us that w hen he 
made the worlds, he was us^ as thejgrand agent of the Fa- | 
ther. Heb. i, 2. Eph. hi. 9. That he enjoyed glory 
with the Father before the world was, for which he w^as de¬ 
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pendent on the Father. John xvii. 5. And that before he 
“ was made flesh,” his own will was perfectly subjected to 
that of his Father. Ps. xl. 7,8, 

My esteemed brother Stuart, of whose sincere desire to 
advocate the pure truth of God, I have no doubtlpnakes 
some remarks on this chapter, w’hich I desire, “ in the spirit 
of meekness,” to notice. He admits that the same person 
who is called God, here calls another person his God ; and 
observes, that “ as the Messiah, the anointed King, he 
might, with the greatest propriety call Jehovah his God; 
for as Messiah he is to be considered as incarnate ; and of 
course subordinate " Now let it be candidly considered, 
whether it is not as “ the anointed King," that he is called 
God in the 4.5th Psalm, which is quoted in the first chapter 
to the Hebrews? It is evident to me that the term God is 
here used as a relative title, signifying his glorious domin¬ 
ion and high authority in that very mi^iatorial kingdom in 
which he is acknowledged to be subordinate. If so, is there 
not the same evidence, that as God he is subordinate, as 
that he is so as Messiah or anointed King? And is not 
this the obvious import of the passage, if read writhout re¬ 
gard to any system? “ Thy throne, 0 God, is for ever 
and ever: the scepter of thy kingdom is a right scepter. 
Thou lovest righteousness and hatesl iniquity; therefore 
God, thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness 
above thy fellows.” The objection which may be made to 
his being called God, unless he is supreme Deity, vanish¬ 
es, when we consider that the same title is applied to rulers 
of a vastly inferior order. Ps. Ixxxii. 1, &c. 

Must not nil the prayers of our Lord be considered as 
proof of his dependence on the Father, in respect even to 
his highest nature ? How can we account for his always 
praying to the Father, rather than to the Word, ifboth are 
perfectly equal ? Or rather, how can we account for his 
praying at all, if he was the supreme God and man in one 
person ? Did Martha believe that she was addressing the 
eternal God, when she said, “ I know that even now, what¬ 
soever thou ttilt ask of God, God will give it thee ?” 

John X. 17, 18. riere Jesus declares he had power to 
lay down his life, and power to take it again. Must not 
this be the power of his highest nature 1 Yet he adds, 
“ this commandment {commission^) have I received of my 
Father," John v. 26. For as the Father hath life in him- 
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self) so hath he given to the Son to have life in himself. 1 
do not know any passage, referable to Christ, which ex¬ 
presses anything like self-existence so much as this. If be 
is supreme God and man in one person, why did he not 
say, ^the Father hath life in himself, so hath the Son life 
in himself 1 But how careful is “ the faithful witne^” to 
assure us, that the life he has in himself, is given kirn of 
the Father. If he was supreme Deity, could he need life 
from another? Let the serious enquirer after truth, read 
this passage and the connection, from llie 19lb to the 30th 
verses, and he will observe that the very same person who 
is to be honored as the Father, and who is to raise the dead 
declares, “ I can of mine own self do nothing. I seek not 
mine own will, but the will of the Father which hath sent 
me.” 

Phil. ii. 6. This passage is urged with, the greatest con¬ 
fidence, as conclusive proof of the supreme Deity of Christ; 
as if the term “equal” is never used but in the most literal 
and unlimited sense. But is this thec.ase1 Ps. Iv. 13. 
David speaks of “ a man mine equal,"^ Now, whoever this 
person was, he certainly was not perfectly equal with the 
king. So Luke xx. 36. The saints in glory are said to be 
“ equal unto the angelsbut surely this cannot mean per¬ 
fect equality. 

But it is conceded by pious and learned Christians of dif¬ 
ferent sentiments, that our translation of this passage is 
neither a just expression of the sense of the original, nor 
consistent with the scope of the apostle’s reasoning. Mr. 
Doddridge in his Family Expositor, considers the words 
“ to be equal with God” as an improper translation; and 
that they ought to be rendered, “ to be and appear as GodJ*^ 
“ So, (he remarks) ta-a Bim is most exactly rendered, 
agreeably to the force of in many places in the Septua- 
gint, w hich Dr. Whitby has collect^ in his note on this 
place. The proper Greek phrase for equal to God is i®*#* 
Tm BtM, which is used, John v. 18. Mr. Pierce thus par¬ 
aphrases the clause before us, “ He was not eager in re¬ 
taining that likeness to God,” of which he was before pos¬ 
sessed.” 

The learned Macknight in his translation of the Epistles, 
agrees with Doddridge. He renders the passage, “ To be 
like God. So (he says) ir« ©i*, literally signifies. 

For Whitby hath proved in the clearest manner, that iff** is 
used adverbially by the LXX. to express likeness, but not 
equality, the proper term for which is So that if the 
apostle had meant to say, equal with God, the phrase 
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would have been ©««, as we have it in John v. 18. 
Uvr09 Ttimf Tm ©#•, making himself equal with God.” He 
farther remarks, “ if Qm, signifies the nature of God, 
and t<rtc ©!•, the being equal with God, the apostle hath 
said of Christ, Who having the same nature and perfec¬ 
tions with God, thought it no robbery to be equal with 
God in nature and perfections. But this is a tautology, 
which cannot be imputed to so accurate a writer as St. 
Paul.” 

The whole scope of this interesting testimony is incon¬ 
sistent with the idea of perfect equality, which would cer¬ 
tainly be immutable; whereas the apostle exhibits a real 
and great change in the condition of the Son of God as an 
example of humility to the Philippians. Let the same 
mind be in you which was in Jesus Christ, who being in 
the form (or “ the image) of the invisible God,” thought not 
^ the being like God, a thing to be seized, or “a thing to be 
greedily sought or appropriated ;” but made himself of no 
reputation, &c. “ He divested himself. tKtfmrt, 

literally, he emptied himself,''* There was once an awful 
example of pride exhibited to the “ powers in the heavenly 
places,” by “ the angels that kept not their first estate.” 
But the counsels of redeeming love unfolded to the intelli¬ 
gent universe, the most affecting example of humility that 
ever was, or probably ever ^ill be exhibited. He who “is 
the image of the invisible God, thefoslborn of every crea¬ 
ture,” the well beloved, and only begotten Son of God, 
moved with compassion for our miserable race, “came 
down from heaven,” “ was made flesh.” “ He humbled 
himself and became obedient unto death, even the death of 
the cross,” to declare the righteousness of God, “ that he 
might be just and thejustifier of him that believeth in Jesus.” 
Thus he opened the door of our prison, and Justice permit¬ 
ted the Angel of mercy to enter, “to proclaim liberty to the 
captives.” Oh, what love is here! He who was rich 
became poor, that we through his poverty might be made 
rich. Here was real humility ; not a mere show or ap¬ 
pearance of it. What a spectacle was presented to the 
intelligent universe when the Son of God, “ the first born 
of every creature,” actually expire<l on the cross! 

But does not all the beauty and glory of this aflecting 
scene vanish, and does not all the force of the apostle’s 
reasoning sink away, if we supp^ that Jesus Christ never 
existed, before “ he took upon him the formofa servant;” 
or if wo suppose he existed only as the supreme immutable 
* Macknight. 
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Jehomh 1 Can we possibly believe that ibe real' change 
the real kumbUng^or emptying of hifnself 
ascribed in the word of truth to the Son, in reference to his 
coming down from heaven, can ever be ascribed to htm 
with whom there is no variableness, neither shadow of 
turning t” Can we believe that the supreme Deity made 
him^fof no reputation ?” Does the inspired apostle teach 
us thisi Does he not teach us that the very same person who 
humbled himself, is exalted by God os the reward of hu¬ 
miliation and suffering ? Is not the worship offered him, 

** to glory of God the leather If w e read this por¬ 
tion of divine truth, unbiased by pre-coneeived opinion, 
can we possibly avoid the conclusion, that the person who 
humbled himself, is a distinct being from him who exalted 
him as the reward of his humiliation 1 Or can we amd 
the conclusion, that he who has the name ^ven him, is a 
distinct being from him who gave him that natne f Or,, 
that he who is worshiped,, is a distinct being from him, for 
glory he is toorshiped ? If Jesus Christ is the su¬ 
preme Deity j who is that other being of whom the apostle 
speaks, who exeUied hm^ whogace km a nam€i and for 
whose glory he is worshiped ? 

It is evident, that it was the voluntary actual parting 
with the glory which he had with the Father before the 
world was, and for which he afterwards prayed; and in 
his unparalleled sufferings and death, that the real humil¬ 
ity consisted, which the apostle exhibits to Christians, as an 
example worthy, as far as possible, of their imitation. 

Mr. Smart supposes that Christ, as eofJ,“made 

hiinseif of no reputation.’’ Apparently convinced oft he im¬ 
propriety of such a sentiment, however, he adds, "‘Yet, how 
incompetent must these translations be ! So far as Christ 
is the immutable God he cannot change; i. e. he cannot 
himelf of h i s essen lia I pe rfections,” He re let 

it be noticed, that Mr. S. considers not only our trmsla^ 
iion^ but the^ original inspired truth ikcompetkkt . He 
says the original means, as we translate it, made himstif 
of no reputation^' 1 solemnly ask, must not that be an 
unjustifiable attachment to system, which in fluency us, 
when we are brought into the dilemma, either to charge 
our own system, or to charge the word of God with m- 
competeticy, to prefer the latter t I would ask that resist¬ 
ed writer, vvas not Jesus actually dioested of that glory 


Letteta to Charniinsj, p, 0l, ^ «ht. 


which he prayed to be restored to him, John xvii. 5.f And 
where, 1 ask, is that example of humility which the apostle 
sets forth in such an aftbcling manner, if there was no real 
change of condition ? Mr* S. observes, “ he may veil the 
brightness of his glories for a time,” &c. But does this re¬ 
presentation accord with the scriptures of truth ? Are we 
taught, that when the Son of God appeared, the glories of 
supreme Deity were veiled for a time ? Or did mortals 
then behold “ the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ,” 
in a manner they never beheld it before? Was it not then 
that the glory nf * the invisible God” shone with such ex¬ 
celling luster that even the angels desired to look into it ? 
Let us then view the incarnate Son of God, oot as ‘‘an in¬ 
tervening cloud” which obscures for a while the luster of 
the divine perfections, but rather as “ the bright and morn¬ 
ing Star,” which reflects them with peculiar radiance. 

1 Cor. XV, 24-—28. Here the apostle exhibits to our 
view that solemn and interesting period, w^hen our glori¬ 
ous Eing and Mediator, having reigned until all enemies 
are put under his feet, ** shall have delivered up the king¬ 
dom to God, even the Father; when he shall have put 
down all rule, and all authority and power.”—** Then shall 
the Son also himself be subject unto him that put all 
things under him, tliat God may be Att ix all;” Let us 
examine this testimony as humble enquirers atler truth. 
Are we not here laughi, that the Son is a distinct being 
from the Father, and inferior to him? Is it possible for 
language to express tliis more explicitly 1 Could the in¬ 
spired apostle have made such a declaration as tins, if he 
liad been taught by the Holy Spirit that the Son w'as 
*^God and man in one person for ever?*' Shall we say, 
that the Son, at it respects his humanity only^ shall be 
subject? But why did not the inspired apostle say this? 
We have etjual proof that something more than humanity 
will be to the Father, as we have that something 

more than humanity will accomplish all the arduous and 
glorious work of the mediatorial kingdom. The Son, the 
very same Son of God, who reigns and triumphs over all 
enemies, is to be subject*to him who put all things under 
him. Here is a person, a beings subject to the eternal Ma¬ 
jesty. If Ihon, the Son is God and man in one insepara¬ 
ble person^ who, and whore is that person, that being of 
whom the apostle speaks, who is to be subject to him who 
is ALL IN ALL ? Do we say that it is the man Christ Jesus? 
Is then the man Christ Jesus, to exist eternally as ^Hhe 

























a distinct person or being from his highest nature, 
whatever that nature may bet We must certainly view 
him who is subject to the infinite Majesty^ as a 
beingi or it is obvious, that our views have no accord¬ 
ance with those of the apostle. Moreover, if “ the only 
true God ” is iriune, why did not the inspired writer as¬ 
sure us, that Christ shall deliver up the kingdom lo God, 
even the Father^ IFortf and Help Ghost ? How plainly 
does his testimony in this passage harmonic with that in 
another, ** to us there is one God the Father While il 
is impossible for me to reconcile this part of divine truth 
with Trinitarian views, it appears perfectly harmonious 
with the analogy of truth* The glorious Spirit “called 
the Word of God “ the only begotten Son of God (” 
“ the first born of every creature,” was made flesh, took 
the Boov prepared for him by the Father, accomplished 
the work given him to do on earth, and now in his glori¬ 
fied body, is “ at the right band of the Majesty on high,” 
reigning until he hath put all enemies under his feet. Then 
shall he deliver up the kingdom to God, even the Fathes, 
and “put down all rule and all authority and power;” and 
thus be more manifestly subject to the Father, “ that God 
may be' all m all,” 

Although the Son of God, who is King in 2ton, is hon¬ 
ored with appropriate titles of dignity and glory, he is dis¬ 
tinguished from “the only true God,” by the following 
titles of supremacy which belong to “ the invisible God ” 
alone, 

Jehovahi Whose mmealone is Jehovah* Ps, Ixixiii* 18* 
The eternal God* Deut, xxxiii, 27* 

Most high God. Mark V, 7- Dan, v* 18. 

God alone. Ps. hxxvk 10- Isa, xxxvii* 16- Lord 
alone* Neh. ix- 6* 

God of heaven, Dan* ii, 44, 

Besides me there is no God* Isa* xliv. 6. 

Who only hath immortality, 1 Tim. vi, 16* 

The only true God* John xvii, 3* 

The King eternal, immortal, invisible* 1 Tim* i, 17. 
Tlie only wise God. 1 Tim* k IT, 

Lord God omnipotent. Rev* xix, 6* 

Blessed and only Potentate* 1 Tim. vi. 

* ir anr iiippose ihil ibii ii I'tfei'iible to Jcsiis Cbrht, tbe contrArf 
vill appeal* hy obaerving thitt the Bpotlle s|ieHka of flu 
a pertm U. Cliriit h theftbicc! e^blbiterl. The Father alrt> 

In lib time will show him, ti tlie blitk-il and onljr Potetitnle^ 


One God and Father of all, Eph* iv- 6. 

The only Lord God* Jude 4* 

There is but one God, the Father, 1 Cor. viiu 6, 

The God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, 2 Cor, 
xi* 31, 


CHAFFER VIII* 

i remarks on the cmneotion of the scriptural tes- 

I thnon^ of the character of the Son of God with the 
other doctrines <f repealed truth. 

It is alleged by Trmitarians, as a confirmation of the 
correctness of their views, that those views only can be 
made to harmonize with all the important truths of the 
' gospel. I was once of the opinion that the doctrine of 
Jesus ChrisPs supreme Deity, was essential to several im¬ 
portant doctrines revealed iu the word of God* But I 
always felt a ditficulty in attempting to reconcile it with 
tbe dioine unity. And I may confidently appeal lo every 
candid reader to determine, whether the views advocated 
in these pages, or the views of Trinitarians best accord 
with the important truth “ To us, there is but oke Goo 
TUB FATifER.” Without reference to any particular sys¬ 
tem, lot any Christian candidly consider, whether he <in 
possibly conceive of Mr sc equal personst without conceiv- 
ing of three equal beings ? Can we conceive of three equal 
I persons, each of which is God, without conceiving of three 
, equal Godsi Or can we conceive of the Father, the Son, 

I and the Holy Ghost, as together cqnstituiing the only true 
God, without conceiving that the Father alone is not the 
one God? Far be it, that we should pry into those “ secret 
! things*^ which belong fo God ; but “ the ihiegs which are 
revealed” are for us and for our children lo understand. 
And what is more plainly revealed than the truth, that 
“ there is but one God the Father ?” 

I h is indeed observed, that the word jtersou is used 
^ “ merely from the poverty of language,” and that “we 
^peak of persons in Ihe Godhead, to express that which 
in some respect or other corresponds to persons as applies* 
to.men” It is admitted that the word “ persons m ap¬ 
plied to men” always signifies disimcl beings. Can we 
then, have an idea ot three equal divine persons, without 
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haTing an Mea, wtilch in gome respect supposes three 
equal Gods? If wc have an idea analogous to three equal 
persons^ we must certainly have an idea anuJogovs to 
three equal beings, which is to have an idea'ana logons to 
the greatest error in the world. If we use “ the language . 
of approximation,” iet it be that which approximates to 
truth and not lo error. When it is said, “ God is angry I 
with tlie wicked ” (although we know that the mind of the 
Deity cannot be affected with the passion of anger as we 
are,) no idea is conveyed to the mind which is contrary lo 
any revealed truth, but an idea perfectly harmonious with ; 
that truth* The expression impresses the mind wiih ah 
idea of God’s holy opposition to sin* But the proposition, 1 
that there are three persons in the Deity, if it convey any 
idea at all, must certainly impress the mind with an idea 
opposed to the revealed truth of the divine unity. 

The efficacy of “ the is supposed by , 

many to depend on the union of the Deity with the man i 
Christ Jesus in one person* It must be conceded, that the 
necessity of such a union is no where expressly revealed 
in the scriptures. The necessity of it is inferred by the 
following mode of reasoning ; Sin is an infinite evil . Jus* 
lice requires infinite satisfaction. No finite being can pn* 
der it* An adequate mediator must iheretbre be an tnj?- 
mte being. It is obvious, that, according to this state-| 
ment, there must be two infinite beings, or the infinite Je- [ 
hovah must himself mediate between himself and fallen ^ 
man, or all mankind must perish. The two first suppo¬ 
sitions are unscriptural and absurd* The latter, the infi* 
nite love of God hath prevented* It must be admitted that 
sin b an infinite evil in this sense, that it is opposed to in- 
finite benevolence, and in its own nature tends to produce \ 
general disorder in the universe. But it Is not an infinite j 
evil, because it is the act of an infinite being. Now, 
sin is to be viewed as an infinite evil, though not the act I 
of an infinite being, because of its nature and tendency ; 
must not the atonement of the Son of God, on the weryl 
same principle, be considered as an infinite atonement, | 
though not the act of an infintie being, because its nature 
and tendency is to honor the infinite perfections of Jeho¬ 
vah, and produce infinite order and blessedness in the 

universe? i j 

It is also argued, ** if t he most exalte^ roa^e be de-1 
pendent on God, for his existence and faculties, it is obvi* 
ous that he is bound to love and serve him, with all these 
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faculties; and if, when ho has p rved his 
extent of hb power, he has dq^p no more than his du ty, 
iTTs'evident, thaTbe can makeno propel safisfaction for 
the offences of others.” It must be admitted, that the 
Son of God, “ who is the image of the invisible God, the 
first born of every croature,” was ever under obligation to 
“ do always those things ivhich please" God* But it was 
not his duty to humble himself, and suffer and die mMm. 
own accotin t. The tenor of that law of love by which the 
Infinite governs all inteliigences appears to be, Obey and 
live. Disobey and die* But the sianer’s friend ¥new no 
sin himseli*^ Justice required no tear of sorrow, no suffer¬ 
ing of the holy and woll beloved Son of God, much less 
that unspeakable grieft and those overwhelming agonies 
which he endured when the chasCisemenl of our peace 
was upon him*” His hujniliation, sufiering, and death, 
were a voluntary s^nfico for the most glorious end| cve]i ' 
to manifest the harmony of the perfections of God m th/ 
sdv^imn of men* To declare—his righteousness, that 
he mi^T be just and the justifier of him which believelh 
in Jesus.” What a glorious view of the perfection and 
immutability of the holy law of God was exhibited to the 
powers in the heavenly places, when they heard their Lord 
and Maker say, “ Lo, I come,” &;c* What a view of the 
love of God to mao, when they saw his beloved Son ex¬ 
pire on the cross! 

And now we ask, since he who is the most glorious be¬ 
ing ia the universe, God only excepted, hath magnified 
and honored the law by his own real humiliation and 
obedience unto doafh; what has reason to allege against 
KdTmvThg mercy “ on whom he will have mercy,” and 
pardoning every penitent, believing sinner?* Who shall 
iimit the creative power of Jehovah, (before whom the na¬ 
tions of the earth are as a drop of the boicket) and say, 
that it is impossible for him to create a being of such vast 
dignity and glory, whose voluntary humiliation and obedi¬ 
ence and sufferings, shall be adequate to display his jus¬ 
tice in pardoning the penitent sinner? How pj ociou s is\ 
the following testimony: “ After that the kindixeii and ' 
love of God ooh Sxvion toward man appeared, not by 
Works of righteousness which we have done, but accord¬ 
ing loJtia mercy he saved us, by the washing of regene¬ 
ration, and renewing of the Holy Ghost; which he shed 
on us abundantly through Jesus Christ our Sanior; that 
^iog^iittStifiod by his grace, we should bo made heirs ac- 
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cording to the hope of eternal life/' Titus iii. 4 —7. “Biesr 
sed be the God arid Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who 
hath blessed us with all spiritual blessings in heavenly 
places in Christy according as he hath chosen us in him 
hefore the foundation of the world, that we should be holy, 
and without blame before him iyi love; having predestinat¬ 
ed us unto the adoption of children bp Jesus Christ to him¬ 
self, according to the good pleasure of his will, to the 
praise of the glory of his grace, wherein he hath made us 
accepted in the beloved,’ in vvhom we have redemption 
through his bloody.[he forgiveness of sins, according to the 
riches of his grace/^ Eph, i* 3—7. 

It is admitted by our Trinitarian brethren, that accordr 
ing to their views, all the real gbedienc e, and sufferings, 
and death of the Son of God, human . Indeed, 

it iTa^ntd to suppose that the sup reme Deity is capable 
of ac tual suffer!n g. Where then, we aM, is Ihat peculiar 
love of Qod in the gift of his Sow, to suffer and die for us, 
of which the scriptures speak 1 Where tliat gloriam^g- 
nitp of the real sufejpa r, which the scriptural representa- 
tion excit^ us to oehold and admire ? Docs not*ihe ^i- 
/vine testimony represent that t he sjreat love of G od to us 
C^was manifested by /Ae greatness ^the gip 'f “ 'I'hanks be 
to God for his unspeakabTe"m IJ,Herein is love, not that 
we loved God, but that he first loved us, and payp his Son 
to be the propitiation for our sins,” “ The blood of Jesus 
Christ his Son cicanseth us from all sin,” We have a 
great High Priest that is passed into the heavens, Jesus 
the Son God” “For God so loved the wprld that be 
gave bis only he gal ten Son” dec. Does not the opinion 
that the term Son of Gody signifies only human nature 
miraculously begotten, divest all these passages of their pe¬ 
culiar force and beauty? Does it not diminish the love 
jpf God in the gift of his Son in an uuspeakabie degree? 
'J Cltii any unbiased mind avoid perceiving that the scriptures 
of truth plainly teach us, that it was the very same glori¬ 
ous character that was with the FatJier before the world 
was, that “ enme damn from heaven ” who really and ae- 
tuully humbled'^insmf, and suAcred and died on the 

. CJQSS ? 

Another serious objection to the views of our Trinitarian 
brethren may now be considered* After the most diligent 
end prayerfnl examination of this important subject, it docs 
appear to me, that the doctrine of the Trinity presents no 
adequate “ Mediator between God and man.” ! am fully 
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nware that the impressions of Trinitarians on this subject 
are just the reverse* But the cause of this, I apprehend 
IS, that they Imvo not sufficiently considered that a Media^ 
/or, must be viewed in distinction from both parties ai 
mrtance. They consider the Mediator as the supreme 
God himself united to the man Jesus* Out this is repug¬ 
nant to alt just ideas of medialorship; for a mediator m 
one that intervenes between other persons* So the scrip¬ 
tures represent that there is “ one Mediator beiteeen God 
and men*” A person cannot mediate or intercede for 
Jiimself* The between God and men, therefore, 

wh^ver he is, must be viewed as distinct from hoik The 
M^mtor, consequently, according to the doctrine of the 
Irinuy IS a more man, and all his humiliation andsufter- 
JOgs, his death, and his intercession, can have no other 
viJflue or merit that of Hmpie And 

can sncli a mediator be adequate to tlie important purpose 
censistently with (he hoiy perfections 
ot Oodi Can the offeriDg of simple humanity, the ofl'er- 
mg of a stngU man, be n competent “propitiation for the 
sms of the whole world T” Was this all the displeasure 
inam^ted against sin by infinite holiness, when darkness 
overshadowed the mount of Calvary, and the rendine 
rocks proclaimed that Jesus had expired ? Nay, verily 
for “surely this was the Son of God ” this was “ the’ 
ima*^ of the invisible God, the first born of everv crea¬ 
ture, “ by whom also he made the worlds.” 

The best writers on Atonement, consider it an essetUial 
|i£jnctiife, that the sufleringa and death of the MiSitator 
must exhibit to the universe^ the ^ nature of sin. and 
the p erfection of the law oLG od. ar^ly on<l"Mv. as 
?i££!}!iSP ‘J*® tisjalty of the Igg' on ail transgres¬ 

sors wouTff have donenjow, can any person capahle'of 
teflection^ auppose that the most acute^rings of a sin- 
gle holy man, for a few years, can"nianilesfinie holiness 
of the law, the evil of sin, and the divine displeasure 
against it, oi^acA as the entire destructio n of the whole 
^man mce ? Itis easy, indeed, to say,‘that the"iiiwn of 
Geuy with humanity give virtue to hk angering;^ B.w 
whatever omoti we ima^nelo exist between Deiiy and 
iTn we suppose a union, by which Deity 

shou d here^h^mhled and o ctual\ y^r; it is obvious 
hat Ihewkokmi^g^ which is iimgrom^atoneimnt 
B merely human ; and thus it is demonstrJtearthaUhere can 
be no more virtue or efficacy in the atonement than that of 
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. simple humaniiy, >: It is indeed an [mEprtapt |riiih,_ that 
fip- dienitii ratlieythan n.^ntifify ^ 

^ mvps ptficacv to atonemenli but it isimporiumio 

berTthat [fraTioI^of him who retfUy wfe.- 
When the Grecian king Zaleucus, required Ats tna« sen to 
lose one of his eyes for transgressing the law against adui. 
tery, ihe kit^g manifested bis inflexible regard to iighteons- 
nessi but if, instead of this, he had caused the eye^ofa y 
tchbc put out, and spared his son, he would have rendered 
fitTfaw^ authority contemptible throughout bis whole 
kingdom. So, w'hen the holy intelligences beheld the Lier- 
nal Maiesty giving bis own Son, his best beloved, e 
brichlness of his glory, and the express image of his per¬ 
son —^when they saw him r€a.lh f and voluntarily dives^ 
himself of the glory he had withThe Father before the world 
was 1 —when they saw the 

nrtonll y Zifeidns during the period of his humiliation sm 
/tiraardenofGethscmaoe, and on the cross when his bod 
I withdrew his consolation,—then they saw the glorious ful- 
\ filment of the prophetic word, “He will magm ? *® 

\tmd make it honorable ” But if, instead of this, they had 
seen a more man suffer and die , and the Word or 
God (i/itli whomlhat mahlvas supposed to he m some 
mysterious manner united) not suffer at all, they mus 
surely have had vastly lower conceptions of the glory of 
■ the law, the evil of sin, and of the deter mi nation of Jehovah 
to maintain his holy authority in the universe. . , , 

/- It is ihe inconceivablp digm ty and peri^n 

4/ifwr , feat gives ^5e^effi cacy 
and. nven to the dealadequate 

expressioTSmie^ne displelsu re against sm(and of the 
righteousness and immutability of that law of ^ , 
the transgression. Thus, m our precious Redeemer, 
'•LJS and truth meet together“righteousness and 

'^**Who'*'thTnTmay^The 

scripturaUrid exalted views of the ** one Meditor between 
God^and menl” He who views the real sufferings and 
?‘&ath of the Lamb of God, as mereh kmanj or he who 
' views these as the orgat sacrificeVf tMpatlisgt^ Sm 
■ orOod who was whlK befoTe tb“nrrj^S^d js the 
hrichtness of his glory and express iiimge of his person . 
Cafany reflecting mind fail of perceiving that the reaJ 
in the latter case must reflect far more honor on 
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ihe justice of God iu pardouiiig siouers for the isake of his 
dear Son, than in the former 1 

Among all the vurbus objects in the universe the mind k 
capable of contemplating, there is none on which the re¬ 
newed soul loves to fasten with such intensity, as on the 
CrosSs At Calvary she delights to linger, to admire the 
concentration of the glory of God in his expiring J^ou. On 
this astonishing spectnclef indeed, do all holy beings fix 
their minds with the most solicitous desire and ardeni^aise, 
from the exalted sej^ph, who burns with increasing rap¬ 
ture, to the babe inThrist, out of whose mouth God hath 
perfected his praise. And such is the increasing^ delight 
my soul bath enjoyed in the contemplation of this subject, 
since the Lord has favored me w'ith a more correct know¬ 
ledge of his only begotten and well beloved Son, that! feel 
it to be an ample remuneration for all that deeply regretted 
loss of fellowship, the manifestation of these views will oc¬ 
casion. My heart s desire and prayer to God Ibr my breth'^ 
i^n is, that they may behold this glory: that they may see \ 
the vast dtffeTence between the real and actual humiliation, ) 
and sufferings and death of the Son of God who made the 
worlds, and the sufferings and death of simple humanity ; * 
and that they may perceive how totally inadequate the lat* } 
ter must be to answer the purpose of divine wisdom in man¬ 
ifesting the righteoulhess of God in the salvation of mil- J 
lions of men; and how completely the former exhibits to us / 
that God can “ he just and the justifierbf him which believy 
eth 10 Jesus*” 

It;has been also considered, that the doctrine of the 
mal moral depramtij is connected with Trinitari¬ 

an views of the Savior* If the above remarks oti the scrip* 
tural doctrino of atonement are correct, it is evident that 
no si^h connection exists* Indeed, it is obvious, that the 
frimtarian sentiment is lar more difficult to reconcile with 
the doctrine of man s entire guilt, pollution, and ruin, than 
the sentiments advocated in these pages ; because the for¬ 
mer exhibits a far inferior sacrifice for sin than the latter* 
lii the former case we behold the r jgl suiferer on the cross 
; in the latter, we view him as the matchless 
SonGod united to the body prepared for him* ^ may\ 
be said that those who disbelieve the doctrine of the Trim- \ 
tj, generally deny the scriptural doctrines of total deprav- \ 
ity,Tegenermion by the Holy Spirit, personal eieclion ac¬ 
cording to the sovereign pleasure of God, who will have ■ 
iiicrcy on whom be will Jmve mercy, the perseverance of . 
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ihe saiuts in holiin^ss, &c. Suppose it is so. Is it not a 
fact also, that many Trinitarians deny these doctrines 1 
Are not some Awninians, and others Universalists ? If 
the character of the doctrine of the Trinity is to be deter- 
mined by the character of those who have avowed it, what 
shall we think of it, when we 6nd the Beast himself, the Pope 
ofUome, ayd thousands who bear his image, among its 
most zealous advocates 1 May Ave not as well argue that 
the doctrine cannot be true, because it was connected with 
all the false doctrine and superstiti^ of the most anti- 
Christian community that ever existeffis t6 argue that the 
opposite doctrine cannot be true, because many, or most of 
its advocates are in some important points erroneous 1 The 
most erroneous may be convinced of some truth. Satan 
himself acknowledged Jesus tp be the ‘‘ holy one of God.* 
Are wc to deny it, because he confessed it T I cannot speak 
concerning others; but 1 know that, notwithstanding I 
have had doubts of the truth of the Trinitarian sentiment 
for many years, these doubts have produced no change of 
mind respecting the doctrines of God’s holy sovereignty in 
np r^ onal electio n, to tal depraYAl V. rogri^npration b_v the Holy 
SpintT iu stification oV ^ceJthm ugb-lhp redeinption in 
tjrist JesusA th e*perseverance o l all sa jntjs, and the ** ever- 
]«rtTffra^t ruction” oftlio^ wTio'tno^ot God, mjd ote y 
11 ^ l ire gi B pel of ' our Lo r d Jesus UliFist . And since my 
* my^ pr^nt views, by a dili- 

^i^d pra yerful cxamjy alipn of the divine testimony; I 
haveexperi^ced a preci^s ehlargement of soul in the 
contemplation of the love of God in the gift of his Son, and 
in the view of the pfflrney gf the atonement, and the hon^ 
done thereby to alfuinioly perfeSions^Jehovah in the 
salvation of lost man.^'‘Many passages of divine truth, 

^ which were before unintelligible to me, now appear clear, 

( and beautifully harmonizing with the general truth of the 

without being justly chargeable with want of candor or 
charity, we have certainly scriptural reason to believe that 
the views which many cherish and avow concerning the 
Son of God, arc such as tend to “ frustrate the gtace of 
God,” and entirely pervert the gospel of Christ. With 
such as substitute human virtue in the place of the great 
sacrifice, and refuse to unite with the heavenly host in 
worshiping the Lamb, my mind can never harmonize. 
Let us pray for such that they may behold “ the glory ot 
God as it shines in the face of Jesus Christ,” and no longer 
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reject his counsel against themselves ; solemnly consider¬ 
ing that it is impossible to escape the wrath of Almighty 
God, if we neglect so great salvation.” 


CHAPTER IX. 

Containing strictures on some late publications. 

The following reqjfarks are not communicated for the 
sake of exposing the inconsistencies of my respected Chris¬ 
tian brethren; but with the desire, that (by conyincing 
each other of the impropriety of any of our present views,) 
we may be more united in the holy truth. •• 

« Miller’s third Letter on Unitarianism, he asks, 

here, then, is the absurdityibr contradiction of an eter¬ 
nal netessary emanation from him, (God" the Father) or, 
If you plea^, an eternal generation ?” To this Mr. Stuart 
in his Uttdfs to Mr. Miller, (p. 78,) replies ; « The scrip¬ 
tures then, as you aver, have left the three fold mode of 
existence unexplained. May 1 be permitted to ask, now, 
1 teaching the doctrine of the eternal and necessary eman- 
Urn or generation of the Son of God, (whom as Son you 
view to be the second person in the Trinity,) be not at- 
teinpting an explanation of a subject, which the sacred 
WTiters leave unexplained ? Is not existence or subsis¬ 
tence by emanation^ a mode of existence?” 

I would now respectfully ask Mr. Stuart, if teaching 
the doctrine of three persons in one God, “ be not attempt- 
Wg an explanation of a subject which the sacred writers 
leave unexplained?'^ Is not existence by plurality*of 
persons a mode of existence ? Are not the words three 
persons m the Godhead, an attempted definition of that 
very distinction in the Deity which you acknowledge to 
he undefnable?" ® 

Mr. Miller also remarks, “ That mystery should be 
readily allowed to^ exist every where in God’s creation, 
and in God a providence, and at the same lime be uncere¬ 
moniously rejected from God’s revelation, is more than 
strange ! To this, Mr. Stuart, (p. 88.) replies in the fol- 
manner: “ The cry of mystery, mystery, 
which IS so often raised against certain doctrines of the 
scriptures, can never influence the real lover of truth to 
reject ihem.^ But what is unintelligible, or surpasses our 
comprehension, belongs to things and not to wo. ds* 


wrlili'.*-," *" '""POftynt <l»tinction. The “ word.” uied bj Ihe inepired 
-men to conrejr divuie truth to the mind ere inttlKgiUe words. If not 
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Whatvve tccprm respecting things* must of course be 
intelligible ; for language is merely the vehicle by which 
our thoughta are conveyed to others* Whit we under- 
stand in our own minds, we can express to the mind of 
others i and what we do not understand, of course we 
cannot express, because our language, which is only the 
vehicle by which our thoughts are conveyed, cannot con¬ 
vey ihovights or conceptions which do not exist It is 
very easy then, to draw the line of distincUon, between 
mystery which is connected with things or phenomena, 
and mystery which belongs only toThe latter, 

I lake it, always proceeds either from want of skill, or 
ct&fty design, or an intention to speak enigmas. We are 
not allowed, therefore, by the common laws of language, 
to assert any thing which, when examined, proves to be 
either a contradiction, or an incongruity; and vheivto take 
refuge from objections which may be made to our lan¬ 
guage, under the pretence that the subject is mysterious, 
and consequently, it is improper to urge investigation 
respecting it. It may be true, indeed, that the subject of 
which we speak is mysterious. But what 1 have expressed 
about such a subject, if I have used language with any 
propriety, is, of course, only what I knew or conceived 
about it in my own mind. This can certainly be made 
intelligible to unoiher mindi j and there is, therefore, no 
mystery in my expression; at least there ought to be 
none.” 

After this just and lucid distinction between words 
inteUiglbk and things undejinahlet if I ask Mr. S* wh^ 

* 

thev could not reveal ihat truth to live mind, The vrorda, *' There is one 
Goih the Father^' are inteUtgible words. The womIs, “ there arc tin e* 
perfoua in one God/^ in the |Kreition they occupy lO the prnpojnttws are 
The revelaiiots ofau incoTOprehensihility Is a cohti-aUictwn, 
for that which cannot be tiwiers/ood by the human Tumd camiot 
to the human mind. There arc many secret thioga belonsm^ to God and 
incomprehensible to os lohiek are emneded with tliiuKs revealed and 
comprehensible i but the ihings which are revealed belo^i^ to tia (o know, 
to believe aad to practise, and therefore must ah be eomprelveosihle. lo 
Bupiwse othervire ia to soppoae tiiat tlie divine ptii^pme iu revelation u 

In our Etielish version we read indeed of “ the revdatioo of the mp- 
tery Great is the mystery of Emlliness,** See. The true mraainK 

of Pan I h the re'clatioti of the *ecrel,”for such is the import of the breefe 
term. [See G, Campbeips dissertations.) The glnrmiia trnlhs ol the 
Gospel mi\ the graekuA purpose of God that the Geniiies shwhl be fellow 
heirs widi the Jews, were secrets, ikjw made maniftit.” Rom xvi. 25, 
2fi Tliere ii e United many thinpi connected wnh revealed gcMlIineii 
which are Uiconiprehensilile j but lids is not the fneaoiog of the apostle 
10 1. Tim. ill. 16 . as is commonly supiiosed. 1 he mystery or leerel la 
revealed in the passage itself in sis eomprehensihle faets. 
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ftfl "'hich he speaks, when he say,, there 

are three persons in the Gotihead j can he coi4teMlv 

slTlV * "■ * ■”* ®- ''"deed says. ."Je 

peak of person in the Godhead, lo express that which in 
some respect or other eorresponds to nerson* L aTotied 
10 men, i. e. sonre <iiVf„c/fenI rejlyrth^erm L fn 

fils "-fha™e itt 

^ iiion If certainty not. I ask Mr 

thein; r^T'*7“ ■<> Porslie 

a. yo. 

tures^^^t ^where to be found itf the scrip- 

island 

M^ressionf at tcasi there ought to'be none.’^ ^ ^ 

tJ/r any distinction in “the onlv 

Ghos?te’ache!h.‘- 

portant subject, of which we“ravr^o^o[re7pondiS^^^^^ 
rnotirown minds, is certainly to “ daSoulVikh 

CiT Mr. S. liimself says^ fp 30 

Letters to Mr, C. “ f could heartily wish, iudeL iL thi 

' fihSi’vr’h'. •/”&■?“ S. 

eten impowible alloy, SiVr lo rejec?!E^'*'*SoTono''''*?* 7 
.. .0 p;.f., ih, ,.ofa. rti.l,T.X.,i ,,f;a 
... rtloh II,. m,. i.«iN S. : 

bmTh?.^it .Vr“‘'^*’?’*'®''®‘'’'espectfullj-request my Lar 
other S. if he continues to use it, to inform us whether 
t^he mystery of the language proceeds *' from want of skill 
or an intention to speak enigmas V Of <■ cratTy deS-i 
would not suspect him a moment. ^ ‘ 

Mr. Stuart remarks to Mr. Miller, on the subieet nf 

possess. But I ask. is this any more uniuieUigibk than 
• Letters lo Mr, ChanniBg, jj,^ge 35,3d ediikm. 
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■ Mr Stuatl's definition of John i. 1. which supposes that 
tU some numerieoressence was wtT« t/te some nommea/ 
f^senu^ Page 36, Letters to Mr, C,* Mr, S, reiers tne 
terL '^otnd'mg and being sent.” to the first ond second 
persons in the Godhead. Accordingly, he represetils that 
L some ntimerieof essence sent and ^ 
same wmerkal essenceIs this any ' 

Or can any proposition be more unintelligible than h 
following ? ^ r/ie same numerual essence, pbaved (o (fie 
fame nnmericoi essence to be glorified with the glory which 
he had !ci(fi the same numerical essence before the world 
was. To any one who possesses intellect eap^bie of _ 
derstaiiding this, I should think the sentiment of Mr. Miller 

Mr'say S*^tpf92.,) “ The Logos is really and 
verily divine, self-esistent, uncaused, immutable in fiitn- 
Mr Miller, (p, 167) remarks, “ If this be tme of 
feLog : it is also true V .he other persons But if 
his beL, are there not three Gods 1” Jo avoid this d.f- 
ficiiltv Mr. M. who is also a zealous Trinitarian, denies 
that either of the persons possesses complete diviniiy. T e 
insoired apostle indeed as'Sures us that “ there is but one 
(^nd THE ^Father.” Mr. M.’s system obviously denies 

S?. H" T“Sr“o 

sobiect the three persons of the blessed i riniiy to 
getheb^ constitute one self-existent, independent and in- 
finUe^v oerfect God.” Again he says. “ We cannot say 

that each person possesses in himself complete sepjate 
that eacn persm, p appears, then, that all the 

s 11 “yji 

complete and independent divinity of the 6on of God, 
fall! upon himself. If Mr. M. supposes, that 
to Mr.^S.‘s views, there are three Gods ; ^' 

infer from Mr. M.’s system that there is iio God at all. 

Do s not the system of that writer clear y 

1 r ei,ir*h nther " bv SR incommuiucabie piopcrty^ 
(J. 36™) If Jo.iinecessilily follows, that the distinguish- 

, * C,, .*♦ V, lOfi 107 Win Mr- M. inform us by wbst pro- 

sOD&ritn makfl wue per/ec* God . 
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ing properties or perfections of the second and third 
persons are not possessed by the first; couseqpently, the 
Father is not in^nltdi/ perfect* 

1 rejoice that I am able to close these strictures with a 
quotation from Mr, Stuart, which manifests the triumph¬ 
ant victory of hia good sense, at one happy moment, over 
an erroneous system. He assures Mr* Channing, (p. 114,-) 
that it “ is incorrect,-^to represent them (Trinitarians) 
as holding that Jesus Christ is the same being m the Fn- 
ther if you mean by'this, in all respects the sameF 
Certainly this is synonymous with saying, that nil is in 
mne respect another and distinct hkeng. Let ibis 
concession, then, suffice to terminate the controversy with 
Mr. S, concerning the doctrine of the Trinity* 

Note, Mr. Bcilull, in a sermoD on iho Triolly, remarku, “TbS fat'd 
errtJF Vhicb iofiilelB and other sceiidos muke on this tobjeci is this: They 
anijly to a Tact, that which la true only of a mode of tiiatence.*' Wiat « 
Ibfi supposed Isct r It is that >hfve ai^ ibrcc persons b one Gwl. Now 1 
ask, does not this proposition iiself declare “ a mode 0 / existence f I 
VeneiTAitd autivor attempts to illuatrale the subject by exhibiting the dis¬ 
tinction between the fact tbat the grass grtnCSi and the manner how/if 
grows, lie asks, now becauae 1 believe noibing abmjt (he maijnef in 
which it grows, do I not therefore believe that it gi^v/s? Unqnealionnhly 
1 see tlist it grows, I tintlerstand that it grows,^ 1 believe that it grows, 
and no man on the face of the earth can say more, or is required to eay 

Now, if any man on the face of the orih can truly say, I underatend 
thal^* tlireeijecsoos are one God, be roust acknowledge the aptitude ot tiii* 
lUloatration If the proposition that itiere are three persons m one God is 
as jotcULgible as the proposition, the gniss grows,then bas our author 
fairly uutkd tliis Gordian knot. Is it so? Uan any man have an idea ol 
wic, two OP ibiee persons, without having an idea of one, two or tln-ee Ofi- 
Tiic iiroposkion, the grass grows,'Ms perlertly Menigible, el- 
Ukouglv we know not Aou? it gpj'tnus* It contradicts no kno'fin truth ur tact, 
whereas, the prorKJsition that there are three pcmiu in one God is hi 
self uniitleHigitile aiiid contradictory. It contradicts the known !act that 
erefy dislinct intelligent pei-aon U a dblinct intelligent heiug. 


GHAPTER X. 

Containing remarks. 

It is truly lamentable that so many profeBseti ebrislians 
are contented to believe what they have been taught 
from their earliest days, and what their pious ancestors 
believed, without ddigenlly searching the scriptures to 
know the truth* I do not make this observatitin with 
particular reference to any. one denomination of Christians* 
Alas ! it is too applicable to us all* It is a solerao con^ 
siderauoh, that if we embrace any sentiment, true or false, 
merely because we have been taught U '^by man,” our 
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faith cannot he acceptable to God j for it stands in the 
wisdom of men, and not in the po wer of God- It is in¬ 
deed an afFeciing ihonghi, that the faith of many respect¬ 
ing th^ most inieresiing subjects, is taught by the pre¬ 
cept of men,” Let ns imitate the noble Bereatis who 
“searched the scriptures daily,** to ascertain whether 
what Paul preached was according to the word of God, 
As the disciples of Jesus are to he sanctihed “ through 
the truth,” how can their holy unjon be eflected, without 
a diligent and prayerful study of the word of the Lord, 
independently of all the systems of men f It is to the 
“more sure word of prophecy,” and to the testimony 
of Jesusj” which is its spirit or substance, that we do well 
to take heed, “ as unto a light that shineth in a dark 
place,” 

The opposition which many pious persons feel to seve¬ 
ral revealed truths, arises from a misconception of those 
trulhsj and from the consequent false iuferences which 
flow from that misconception. Thus many object to the 
doctrines of election, and the immutability^of the divine 
purposes. And thus many object to the scriptural charac¬ 
ter of the Son of God. It is necessary to suspend our 
judgment until we have diligently compared Me whole of 
Me divint itUimonyi on any particular subject, and not 
hastily adopt an opinion on the exaruinaiioii of a few de¬ 
tached passages, and thos sacridee the truth to our own 
eiothfulness or populanty- Is it worthy a rational man 
to cry out heresy against any sentiment, when he has not 
even once taken his Bible and compared all the passages 
which relate to that seniimeni? Yet how often is this 
done by professed Christians 1 
As many persons appear to be coirfirmed in the belief of 
the doctrine of the Trinity, and are deterred from a dili¬ 
gent examination of the subject, by the supposition that 
almost all pious Christians in every age have believed it, 
it is desifable^ that such a mistake should be corrected* 
The following quoialions wilt serve to show that many of 
the primitive Christians did not believe that the Son of 
God w'as eitlier ndf-exhUtU or eternal, 

Irenmus, who was but second from John, says, “John, 
declaring the one God Aimighty, and the onip begotten 
Christ Jesus by whom all things were made, He 

exhibited a creed which embraced the general belief of 
chriHimis in titut age. He says, “ the chureh, which is 

* flatorical ’yiewi of Hei-esiciT 35* 


dispersed through the whole world, even to the ends of 
the earth, has received from the apostles, and their imme¬ 
diate successors, the belief in one God, the Father Al- 
MiotiTF, the maker of the heaven, the earth, and the sea,* 
and in one Jesus Christ, the Son of God, made flesh for 
our salvation, &c. That to Christ Jesus our Lord, and 
God and Savior and King, according to the good plemure 
of the invmhk Fatherf every knee shall bow,” &c.t 

How evident is it from this creed, that “the general 
belief of Christians” in the primitive ages, agreed with 
that of the apostle Paul, “ to us there is bot one God, the 
Father.** How evident it is that they believed that the 
Son was begotten^ and that all his dignity and exaltation was 
“according,to the good pleasure of the invisible FalherJ’ 

Ignatius, who lived in the first century, says, “ If any 
one say there is one God, and doth not confess Jesus 
Christ, but thinks the Lord to be a mere man, and not the 
&nip begotten God, the wisdom and word, &c-, be is a 
serpent,*’ “In the shepherd of Hermaa, a writer co- 
temporary with piemens Romanus,” is the follo wing pas¬ 
sage r “ God,** says he, placed that Holy Spirit, which 
u?a.9 created fr St of o//, in the body in which he might 
dwell,” d£c,§ , Justin Martyr, who lived about the middle 
of the second century, eays, “ God in the beginning, be¬ 
fore any thing was created, begat a Rational Power^ from 
himself^ which is called by the Holy Ghost, Glory of the 
Lord, and sometimes Son, Wisdom, Angel, God, Lord, 

* A learned author remai^E^ leapeeling John i. 3,10, Col. i. Ih j The 

prepnsE[iio<i DiA,in these paMages translated sr, does not sijnUy by any 
One ns an vHgituil cjii£#e, (fof ths sense is ejtpressetl U)" a dilferent prepo^^ 
silkih, Htpo,} but it denotes thiiough ANt thino as an iNSTunMEUT.*^ 
“ Eosebios—tfie letfroed, accu I’ate, and luboriona anlhor-^who could not 
possibly be mistaken about the comnion meaning of two pre|KJsiliqns, 
vhioh he nsei* daily and hourly in conversation btuI in books, explaining 
ISmj coTTiinencemcnt of John's ^pd, uses these wnHai “And when he 
ttys, in one place, (ver. U\) that the and in anoiher (ver» 3) thit 

things, wei-e made through him^ he declares the n^inistratioir nf the 
AVord to God. Por, when the Evangelist might have said, “AU thiikgt 
were made by him and again, **The world was matle by lilm he lias 
hot said (Htto) “j% him,” but (Dia) “Tlu-ough him j” in order that lie 
might 1*8650 our concept ions lo die imderiveil power nl ihe Father as ihc 
wiginal eauae of all things.'^ Lastly, ihe a&mc distinct ion is noticed by 
Philo, the Jew, who was contemporavy with Qur Savior, who wrale in 
Greek, and in several parts of hea writings eApresses the difference tie- 
tveen a supreme and n auboitlinate creator W the op|iosef1 use of theso 
tivo pi’pposiiKins, Sc* Wetstein's Note on Jolin i. S/' If this cintScism 
veralnot correct, it would stiU be true that Goo ercated all things by 
Jems Christ* Eph, iii. 9; Ileb. i 2. 

+ Historiciil Viewa of Heresies, p, 76. ^ ibid. p. 69. 

S Siuart'6 Letters to Miller, p. 19. 

* Euicbiiit Ecelea. Theol. Lib. j, e. 30. 
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Logos. All tlie above names he bears, because he mintj?- 
ters to the will of the Father^ and was begotten by the 
mil of the Father.^^* Clemens Alexandrimis says^ ‘‘There 
is one unbegoUen being, the Almighly Gtid. And there is 
one bfigoiteii before all thing®, by whom all things were 
made.** He also calls the I/ogos “lAe first crmted 
dom;*’ and he “ who approximates the nearest to the only 
Almighhj'* “ The oMer % feHA,” &c.t 

Dion) siuSp bishop of Alexandm, a little after the middle 
of the second century, says, “The Son of God is created 
and made —and as he is a created being, he existed not be¬ 
fore he was made.” Again God was not always Father; 
the Son was not always ; but the supreme God was once 
without the Logos, and the Son was uot, before he was 
begotten ; for he is not eternal, but came into being after¬ 
wards.*T Lucian, a presbyter of Antioch at the close of 
the third century, asserts that he was begotten before all 
ages, (or worlds,) and that he was “ the first born of every 
creature.**§ Methodius, bishop of Tyre about the end of 
the third century, calls the Logos “the first begotten of 
God.”lt Novalian says, “ God the Father—creator—un- 
originated, invisible, immense, immortal, eternal, the only 
God—from whoi^n, when he pleased^ the Word his Son 
was born.”f 

Is it possible For language to express more fully, that 
these primitive Christians did not believe that the one 
Almighty God consists of a trinity of persons ? Is is pos* 
sible for words to declare more explicitly, that the VVorcl 
or Son, is, in hia highest nature, a distinct being from the 
Father, and dependent on him for all things? “ The first 
born of every creature,” and most glorious of all depend¬ 
ent intelligences. 

The piety of Mr. Isaac Walls, “ whose praise is in the 
churches,** will not be doubted. Few persons have stu¬ 
died the important and interesting subject discussed in 
these pages with the humility, diligence and prayer which 
he did. In his researches after truth, he clearly perceiv¬ 
ed that the word of God teaches lhat ourtlear Savior ex¬ 
isted in a glorious slate, but inferior to the Father^ ueFOR£ 
he “was made Hesh.** To reconcile this truth with the 
supreme deity of Jesus Christ, he adopted the theory of 
the prc*exi 9 tence of Chrisl*s human soul. On farther ex- 
amiuation, it appears he was convinced that the doctrine 
of Christ’s suprente deity is unacriptural; for in His last 

* Stuart's lo MiUer, p. 23. f Ibid. 44,45. t Ibid. 53. 

§ Ibid. 54. I Ibid.. 55. H Ibid. 5B. 


leiler to Mr, Uolniao of Boston, dated Feb. 11 , 1747, he 
says, “ I think f have said every thing concerning the 
Son of God, which scripture says ; bull could not go 
ao far as to say with some of our orthodox divines, lhat 
the 8 o 3 ? is equal with the Father; because our Lord 
Ijimseir expressly says, “ iVJy Father is greater than 1."* 
About tile same period, some pious Christians in Englarld 
believed what was called the ** indwtUing sdieme which 
is, that the Son is supreme Deity by the union or indwell 
ling of the Father^ who is the only true God, with the 
man Chiist Je^us: and lhat there are no distinct persona 
ill the Godhead. This scheme implies that the Word or 
Son had no existence whatever, distinct from the Father, 
before he appeared on earth, and is, consequently, oppo¬ 
sed to inituraerable passages of scripture. 

Few men have been niora justly esteemed for correct 
views, and perspicuous illustration of divine truth, than 
Andrew Fuller, In mature age, he wrote a very convin¬ 
cing essay on the Sonship of Christ: in which, I think, 
he clearly proves, that the terms Sox of God, only be- 
aoTTEN Son, are expressive of the highest nature, and 
I most glorious character of the “ Word.** He indeed con¬ 
sidered these terms as importing supreme Deity and per¬ 
fect equality, one thino e.xcepted. This will unavoida¬ 
bly follow from hia views. He says, **m the order of na~ 
turCj the Father must haoe existed before the Sond'-f 
Here, then, is a striking proof that it is impossible for 
the greatest minds to avoid falling into inconsistency, 
when they embrace error, If, a® Mr. Fuller says, “ the 
Father and the Son are properly eternal we may as 
well say, that in the order of nature, tlie Son must have 
existed before the Father, as to say, that the Father must 
have existed before the Son. Nothing could have exist¬ 
ed in any sense^ before that which 'm properly eternalt 
because that which is properly eternal can have no begin¬ 
ning. liesides, if the Son is eternal as the Father, there 
must be TWO ETERNAL Sfirits, which is contrary to scrip¬ 
ture and reason. 

Mr. Smart, whoso talents command our respect, and 
whose piety and candor excite onr afieetlDti and esteem, 
has furnished ua with a similar example. After all he 
has wrhien, he is obliged to acknowledge that the Son, 
in respect to his highest nature, not “In all respfcis,” 
the same being as the Father* He must, consequenllyi 

*^IcmokA of Watta nnd Dodclrid^, Bo&ton edit, 1793, p. 29. 
f Fullei'a E3$a)'iH,p 134, 
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in on& respect at kaslf be a distinct being from the Father; 
and as certainly dependent upon himt as that there cannot 
be two distinct independent beings* 1 apprehend that one 
principal cause why many pious persons do not perceive 
the revealed truth on this subject is, an impression that the 
more firmly they believe, and the more positively they 
affirm, that Jesus Christ is the supreme Ddty, the more 
they manirest4heir love to him* Let our Lord^s answer 
to Peter, when he said, Be it far from thee,’’ be serious¬ 
ly and candidly considered. Peter undoubtedly (elt a sitv 
cere regard for his Savior, and was injluenced by Ihu 
very reganii to wish that he might escape from those suL 
ferings he spake of. But as Peter’s zeal was ** noi necor- 
ding io knowlidgEt'^* and his afreetionate feelings were 
es^pressed in a manner inconsistent with truthi ho re¬ 
ceived the severe rebuke of his Master. Now, f solemn¬ 
ly ask, if we follow the example of Peter, and affirm any 
thing of Jesus Christ which is contrary to truth ; is not 
the answer of our Lord, as applicable, in some degree, to 
us, as it was to him! if, to the declaration of the Son of 
God, My Father is greater than 1,” we reply, Be it 
far from thee, Lord,*’ must not our erroneous zeal be, “ an, 
offence” to the holy mind of him who assures us, “ //lo- 
nor my Father ^— I seek not my own giory ?” And if the 
sincerity and affeciioR of tlie apostle, (which surely was 
not less than ours,) did not screen him from the severe re¬ 
buke of our Lord, can we expect to escape his censure? 

In concluding, let us review a few of the passages dis¬ 
cussed in the preceding pages, and contrast them wiih 
Trinitarian sentiments, lam sensible that error as well aa 
truth may receive apparent support by this method; but 
this is only when the roost obvious and literal import of a 
passage is not according lo the general analogy of the 
scripiufcs. Whether that is the case or not with the fol¬ 
lowing, the candid reader will judge. 

Jssus CCEKT ASn UIS AfOSTLES, TRIHlTAniAXS. 


To US ihcne is Uui one Gwi, the 
J'^Uther, l Cor. viii. 6, 

My Faiber ii greater than 1. 
John xiv. 

Who is ilie image of the m* 
visible God, ttv: fir^t born of evCry 
creaiui'e. Col. i. i5. 

Tbe Son cao do aothiog of hiru- 
iclh John V. L9. 


To 113, there is but one God, 
the Fadier^ Word, aod Hoi) 
Ghost 

The Son ia as great as the Fa¬ 
ther. 

Who is ihe inirUlible God, tb« 
uncreaied Jehovah. 

Tbe Son is omnipotept 


Jesus CimtsTJ^HO ms ApoSTLrv, 

But of that day, 4^. kaoweth no 
man, tnj not the an|eli, 
ther fhe Son, but the Father. Mark 
siii 32. 

All power is yiTien unto me in 
and in eaith. MatUiew 
s:iviii. tS. 

As thog hast given him power 
over all flesh, that ho sliould give 
eternal life to as many as thou hast 
r given him. John xvii. 2i 
^ God, who ci'ps.ted all things mt 
J esus Oh I'lat. Eph- iii. 9. 

fif whom also be made the 
; Worlds, tleb. 1. 

ft The Itevelatfon of Jesus Christ 
tcAfcA God gave unta Hev. 

f. k L. 

f ■ For there Is one G«d, and one 
jtfedintor between God and men, 
the man Cbrbi Jesus. I I'jfgfilhy 
ii. 5. 

Denyitig ihe onh Lord God, 
and ouv Lord Jesus Ohmt . Jude 4. 


Jettjs of KR’taieth, a man ap- 
pi^oved of God among yoy by mi* 
raules, and signs, and wooiJerfl 
%ehich Gad did by him. Acta 

B. 22. 

For ns the Father hath life in 
himself, so hath he given to the 
Son to have life in himself John 
V. 26, 

I lire by the Father- John 
vi. 57. 

This is mv beloved Son. Malf. 
iii. 17. 

Thst they might know thee 
enty true God, and Jesus Christ 
whom thou bast sent. John xvii 3. 

That at the name of J esns every 
knee should bOw—and that every 
tongue ahould oopress 6iat Jesus 
Christ is Lord to iheghry of God 
the Father, Pbih ii. tl- 


The Son Is omniscient, and 
knew of that day as well aa the Fa- 
ther. 

No given power can qualify the 
Sop of God to give eterofll life to 
liis [tco}ile. 


Jesus Christ ereated all tbbgs 
by his own iudependeni poWer^ 

The Hevebtion of Jesua Christ 
from his own omnlseienCB. 

There is one Mediator between 
God and man ; who is also supreme 
God and man in one pei*soa. 

Denying the only Lord God, 
and our Lord Jesus Cliriat, who is 
also the only Lord Ood, and a dis* 
tiiict i»ersoii. 

Jesns performed his miracles by 
his'owb oiunipotep&e. 


The son is self-existept. 


The son lives by himself. 

This IB the only true God, iho 
stme numerieal essente as ihe Fa¬ 
ther. 

That they inightkQOw thee, who 
art not the only true God, in dis- 
thictioii from the Wei^d w limn thou 
ha^t sent. 

That at tire name of Jesus every 
knee should bow™..an.deverytOn|uo 
should confess that Jesus Christ U 
Lord to hit own gtotyp 


The fad that onr fiivme Redeemer is calledhy som of 
ibe names of the Father, h coosidered by tnauy as evL 
dence that he is that very Beino whose Son he is declar¬ 
ed to be. They appear lo have forgo uen, ill at ilwasa 
.common Hebrew custom to give significant names both 
lo persona and places, Jesus Christ was called by the 
name of B^vm. Was he iherefore the identical son of 
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Jeese? John ihe Baptist was called Elijah* Mai. iv* 5* 
Was he therefore ike very sa7ne beiti^ ? If it was proper 
that llie forerunner of our Lord slioiild be called by this 
name, (which signidea God the Lord) because he came, 
in the spirit and power of Elias,” surely, it w-as proper 
that our blessed Lord himself should be called by some of 
the names of the invisible Father, in whose spirit and 
power he came down from Jieaven, and of whom he is % 
nature the express image.” 

Some presume to derive an argument for the Supreme 
Deity of the Son, from ttie fact of his being associated willi 
the Father as an object of worship, and from the fact of his 
being associated with him in the baptismal formula. The 
inconctusiveness of such reasoning is manifest from the 
facts that the king of Israel, 1 Chron, xxix, is associa¬ 
ted with Jehovah as an object of worship, and that ih^ 
Israelites were baptised into (eis) Moses. 1 Cor, x, 2. 
See also, Ex. xiv. 31, 1 Sam* xii, IS, 

To show the puerility of the argumetll of Mr. Jones, 
Mr. Wardlaw and others, derived from the plural word 
Elohiin, it is only necessary to quote the following from 
Wilson’s Hebrew grammar, p 270, “ Words that ex¬ 

press dominion, dignity, majesty, are commonly put in 
the plural.” SeeEx. xxi,4. is. xix, 4. MaL it 6; Bush 
observes <Mhe use of the plural in such cases seems to be 
merely for the purpose of giving.to the word greater ful- 
^ ness,” &c. If it were not so, how could it prove a plural¬ 
ity persons and not a plurality ol Gods when the term 
itself is Gods? “The plural term Oodst Eiohim, is used 
of one of the persons alone. Thy throtm O Gods, is 
forever and ever. And, Gods^ ihy Gods have anointed 
thee .—Now unless Christ, the Sou, have another Trinity 
in him, the plural word cannot intend three persons, but 
one i only it is more majestic.^* 

1. Tim- iii. 16, The original, according to Griesbach, 
is whOf or which^ was manifested in the flesh, &c,* 

Some have affirmed that the design of John in writing 
his Gospel was to establish the doctrine of the iupreme 
deity of Jesus Chnst. Let us hear the apostle liimself. 

* Micab. I atn iarormefb by a iesmed Trinitarian, that ■' die wwds 
transiatrd * come forlh* and ^ gdiiigi fordi’ are of iln; same dertvatioo, 
rorms of ibe same 'erb. Tbu tei'm i* nsrd in itii? sense of m'igin or 
Consequently^ the kJea that Christ is nnoriginated oriel^-tiJiisteiit 
is excluded by ttiia term, which acooids with iliu plain scripttruth 
that he is be^otUn of the Katber. The term « ererlaslifiig,’^ must be 
undei'Atocid, aa in many other passages, iti a limited icnae, for that wiiicb 
it itric% fttioi eternity could have no ** origin or detcenL*' 
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Of all the things “ written in this book,” he says, “ But 
these are written, that ye might believe that Jessisis the 
Christj THE SoM of God, and that believing ye might 
have life through his name.” John xx. 30, 31. 

1 John y. 20. la coneidered by Mr. Wardlaw, as proof 
of the Supreme Deity of ihe Son of God, because ** Jesus 
Christ” is the immediate antecedent to the words, This 
is the iruD God.” He acknowledges, however, that the 
immediate antecedent is not always the proper one ; and 
nolicea as proof, Acts iv. 10, 11, where the immediate an¬ 
tecedent to the words, " This is the stone,” is the healed 
man, who certainly was not the stone spoken of* If the 
word God is read in the passage, as the sense requires, 
and as Macknight translates it, it will be as follows: And 
we know that the Son of God is come, and hath given us 
an understanding, that we may know him that is the true 
God; aud we are in the true God, even in his Son Jesus 
Christ. This is the true God, and eternal life. It must 
be conceded that the words in our translation, “ hirfi that 
is true,” do, in both cases, refer to the Father, Is it not 
then, most agreeable to the conneption, to consider the 
words, “ This is the true God/* as referring to the same I 
And does not the declaration of Christ himself, that the 
Father is “ the only true God,” John xvii. 3, require this 
conslruelion ? 

If the words, “This is the true God,” refer to Jesus 
Christ, then the passage manifestly teaches the absurdity 
that the true God has a father, from whom he has derived 
his existence, for it declares that Jesus Christ is the Son 
of him tliat is true. Compare 2d Ep. of John, verse 7. 
To an unbiased mind,! think that it would appear equally 
plain that the words ‘Mtim that is true” are the proper 
antecedent to the words, “ this is the true God,” as that 
the word “ deceivers” is the jwoper antecedent to the 
words, “ ibis is a deceiver and an antichrist,” although 
Jesus Christ is the immediate aniecedeni in both cases. 

He that spared not his ov^’n Son, bai delivered him up 
for us all, how shall he not with him also freely give us 
ail things? Rom. viii. 32. Hew forcible is the argu- 
meni I how consolatory the truth, which the inspired 
apostle addresses to his holy brethren in this passage, if 
we understand it agreeable to the views I advocate I It 
is presiimed^ihal none will deny that the terms ^^spared 
Hof,” “ delivered him upf' signify reahuffering. But what 
does the apostle mean, if hutmnily only suflered 1 How 
does it follow that God will give ui all things, because 
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he has given a single mcm to.suffer for us? What propor¬ 
tionate value does a single holy man bear to the all 
THINGS, which an infinite God is capable of imparting ? 
Such a sentioient entirely invalidMes the apostle’s argu¬ 
ment, and deprives the church of the most precious proof 
of God’s everalating love I Surely, the apostle must have 
had very different conceptions of the dying Savior, 
when he exclaimed, “ Thanks be to God for his un¬ 
speakable GIFT !” 0 my brethren, had we seen the af¬ 

fecting spectacle on Mount Calvary t had we witnessed 
nature’s convulsions, the heavens gathering blackness, 
the rocks rending, and the veil of the holy temple rent 
in twain ! should we not have been convinced with the 
astonished centurion, that something more than humani* 
ty had expired ? 

I object, then, to the doctrine of three persons in the 
Godhead : First, Because it is not revealed in the scrips 
tures of truth. There is not a single passage in the whole 
volume of divine revelation that declares either expressly 
or implicitly, that there are three persons in one God. 
There is not a single passage which reveals that the one 
God consists of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

I object to the doctrine. Secondly, Because it is not 
only not revealed, but the contrary is most plainly declare 
ed in the divine testimony. We are therein assured, not only 
that there is but one God, but that this one God is the 
Father. The Father, as ** the only true Godj*^ is as 
plainly distinguished from the Son as from all other be¬ 
ings. 

1 object to the doctrine, Thirdly, Because I find the 
divine testimony of the Father, the Son, the prophets 
and the apostles, unitedly declaring the inferiority of the 
Son in his highest nature and character, 

I object to the doctrine. Fourthly, Because, it is not 
simply ABOVE reason, but contrary to every rational fa» 
culty, I possess. It is impossible for me to conceive of 
three persons, in any sense, without conceiving of three 
beings. It is impossible for me to think of one glorious 
Spirit on the throne of the universe, and of one glorious 
Spirit at the right hand of him who sitlcth on the throne, 
without thinking of two distinct glorious Spirits. 

I object to the doctrine, Fifthly, Because, it presents 
no adequate mediator betw^eex God and man. All those 
sufferings which constitute the ground of atonement, are 
according to this doctrine merely human. 

I object to this doctrine, Finally, Because, it excludes 
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from the universe the most glorious of all beings, God 
only excepted, If we should admit that the immutable 
Jehovah, at a certain period added to his being human na¬ 
ture, which is to be united with him “ in one person for 
everafter all that can be said, we can have no idea of 
the Son of God in distinction from the Father: certainly 
none, except that of a mere perfect man. Thus the most 
mighty and glorious of Jehovah’s works ; “the image of 
the invisible God; “ the first-born of every creature the 
well beloved and only begotten of the Father, the joy of 
earth, and the glory of heaven, is blotted out of existence. 
And for this mighty loss, what is substituted? Nothing. 
For, beyond all controversy, there can be but one supreme 
God. “ They have taken away my Lord, and I know 
not where they have laid him.” I cast my anxious eye 
around the universe,-^nd most solicitously enquire, where 
is he who is “the beginning of the creation of God;” 
“ the brightness of his glory, and the express image of 
his person?” Where is** the Word'ofGod,” who “was 
with God,” and enjoyed glory with him “ before the 
world was?” And where is he to whom every knee is 
commanded to bow, and whom the thousands of thousands 
of the heavenly hosts do actually worship tn distinction 
from him that sittelh on the throne? Rev. v. 13. To 
' this interesting enquiry, the system I am opposing gives 
me no satisfactory answer. In that system, the Sun op 
Righteousness, by which the Infinite generates, illu¬ 
mines and blesses the whole intelligent universe, has no 
place. I reject it, therefore, because, in addition to other 
insuperable objections, it involves a loss of being in the 
universe, more to be dreaded than the loss of all other cre- 
^ ated intelligences. 

In closing this imperfect essay, I can sincerely adopt 
the language of Mr. Stuart, though with an important dif- 
; ference of views. “ With all this subject fully before 
me, I do not hesitate ; I cannot doubt respecting it,'^ A 
flood of evidence has flowed into my mind from the sacred 
pages, which is irresistible and overwhelming. 1 have a 
humble confidence that what I have written is conformable 
to ** the first principles of the oracles of God.” In view 
of the whole of the divine testimony, 1 am constrained to 
say, with the inspired apostle, “ There is but one God, 
the Father.” Such, however, are my views of my 
divine Savior, that “ when ray departing spirit shall quit 
these mortal scenes, and wing its way to the world un- 
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known ; with my latest breath I desire to pray, as the ex¬ 
piring martyr did, * Lord Jesus, receive my spirit^’ ** 

^ 1 feel in some measure the awful responsibility I am 
/under, while offering these pages to the public. It is in* 

' deed a small thing to be judged of man’s judgment. It is 
comparatively, of luile importance to receive the com¬ 
mendation or displeasure of a man that shall die,” But 
it is a solemn and important truth, that, for what 1 have 
written I am accountable to Him who holds the eternal 
destinies of all his intelligent creatures iO his hands, and 
who will bring every Work into judgment, whether it be 
good or whether it be eviL” If, while t have sincerely 
desired to know the truth, I have erred, I pray for for¬ 
giveness, for the sake of that precious SaviOr, who, 1 
hope, hath loved me and given himself for me. Could I 
imagine that whal I have written is displeasing in his holy 
sight, the commendation of the whole world, could not in 
the least degree, alleviate the grief such an apprehension 
would occasion. ! think I can on mature reflection say, 
death would be preferable to publishing erroneous doctrine 
concerning my Lord. If any person will prove from »* the 
word of the Lord,” that I have misunderstood the divine 
testimony, on this important and highly intereiting sub¬ 
ject j I hope, by the grace of God, that 1 shall ciieerfully 
retract what I have wiiuen. 


And now, dear reader, permit me for the truth’s sake, 
to entreat you to examine impurtially 

^tid prayerfully^ the word of eternal truth. Beware lest 
you reject the counsel of God. God forbid that any 
should trifle with this subject, and make it the theme of 
mere speculation. It is lamentable indeed to observe the 
iiule interest many precious souls feet respecliug truths 
of infinue importance. The attenibn of many to these 
truths, alas I is nothing more than whal is excHed by a 
vain curiosity and carnal speculation. May divine grace 
save us fronrt this condemnatiQU. Let us solemnl v remem¬ 
ber that the glorious Savior whose character is imper¬ 
fectly delineated in these pages, will soon appear in the 
clouds of heaven; we shall soon behold him coming ih 
all his glorious majesty to judge us. Oh, may we rfow 
so believe in him, love and obey Him, that we may then 
lift up our heads with joy, knowing that our redemption 
draweih nigh. 

“ Unto the King eternal, immortal, invisible, the owly 
WISE God, be honor and glory for ever and ever. Amen.” 
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PREFACE. 


That the salvation of the glorious Gospel of the blessed God^'^ 
is accoTopliahed tiirough iJic refkmplim which is in Christ JesiiSj 
is the cotamou faith of the favored heirs of this salvation. Thai 
imich error has obtained among them in respect to various particu¬ 
lars pertaining to this salvation, which maurs the character of the 
church of the living God as ike ground and piUar of the truth/' is 
nianifest in their diverse views of the person^ nature and of llie 
dfeniiig sacrifice of the great Redeemer. 

Beloved christiau brethrenj have we not been corrupted from the 
simplicity of Jesus Christ by the doctrines anti commandments of 
men? Sh iU we not bring our various opinions to that standard 
ivhich abideth forever, and solemnly examine whether our faith is 
slaufliug in the power of God^^ or “ in the wisdom of men 

Is it not time to leave Calvin and Arminlus, Arius and Socinus, 
Fox and Hicks for Jesus Christ! Ts it not time to stop shackling 
and corrupting tlie minds of the disciples of the Lord by requiring 
assent to ,the creeds of fallible men, and by casting them into the 

sectarian molds of theological seminaries'? 

Holy Father I Hear and answer the prayer of thy Son. Sanc¬ 
tify them through thy truth: thy word is truth—that they all may 
be one j as thou. Father, art in me, and 1 in thee, that they also 
may be one in us: that the world may believe that thou hast sent 
me.^^ John 17: l7— 


ATONEMENT. 

AtO^! E M E KT . A T-OX E-M E K T. Re CON CI LI AT ION. “ G od h Uth 
made man upright; but they have sought out many in¬ 
ventions” of sin and folly. ‘^All have sinned and come 
short of the glory of God*” By his own voluntary un¬ 
reasonable transgression of righteous laWt perfectly adapt^ 
to his owm well being, man has become unreconciled to GoH 
and exposed bimseif to the awful penalty of ** everlastii^g^ 
destruciion from the presence of the Lord and frorr^the glory 
of his power.” 

How then can man be justified with God ? Where 
is the wise? Where is the scribe? Where is the disputes 
of this world,” that can answer this question of thrilling in- 
terest? ‘*The heavens declare the giofy of. God,” but 
sun or star, in the glowing firmament of “ his hftn^y.wierkSdfJ 
proclaims pardon to the sinner. The wise, adaptatrons 
works of his creation, to the natures, wants? ftikihappinf'S^^R 
his creatures, show forth his heneficence; yet none of thes^^ 
assure us that he has “found a ransom” for the perishing. 
Natural conscience is “ accusing, or else excusiDg”4Js, but it 
speaks no forgiveness for the guilty. None ot^lhe sons of 
men, with all their wealth or power, “can by an A means re- ^ 
deem his brother, nor give to God a ransom for fmn.” 

Hear 0 ye heavens and give ear 0 earth. ‘‘ Salvation is 
OF THE Lono." Hark ! Jehovah himself declares “ the joy¬ 
ful sound,” “Deliver him from going down to the pit: I 
HAVE EOUXO A RANSOM,” “ Thus saiih the Lord God, Behold, 

I lay in Zion fur a foundation, a stone, a tried stone, a 
precious corner-stone, a sure foundation; he that believetb on 
him shall not be confounded.” Isa. 2^ : 16. 1 Peter 2:6. 

^ Our Father iu Heaven iSj in ihe highest sense^ the Atoner 
V or Reconciler, 

/ “All things are of God, w^ho hath reconciled us to him- 
/self,” i^cc. 2 Cor. 5: 18; “reconciling the world unto him¬ 
self,” &c. 19th ver* “ !, even f, am the Jehovah and beside 
■ me there is no Savior.” Isa. i 11; Hosea IS: 4. “The 
; high God their Redeemer.” Ps. 78: 35. “-—his Redeemer, 
the Lord of Hosts.” Isa, 44 : 6. 

Any theory which implies that God is implacable and un¬ 
willing to forgive, when forgiveness can be manifested con¬ 
sistently with righteousness—any system which represents 
that there is, in the universe, any person more merciful than 
the FATHER OF MERCIES hlmself, is a profane impeachment of 
the character of the Holy One, “ God is love,” “ Have I 
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my pleasure at all that the wicked should die, sakh the Lord 
God," Ezek, 18: 23. “As 1 livc^ saith. the Lord God, I 
hav^e no pleasure iti the death of the wicked." Ezek, 33: Ih 
Yet he is ** the jost God” as well as the Savior, “ God is 
light, in him is no darkness at all*" The harmony of his 
perfections constitutes the glory of his character. Inviting 
OUT return to him in accents of love ; assuring us that he is 
“the Lord God gracious and merciful;” he also solemnly 
warns us that he “will by no means clear" the impeniient* 

** Our God {to such} is a consuming 

The grand medium of atommfnt or recondliaiion appointed 
hy infinite msdern und lone, is the Son ojf God, 

In respect to this great truth, the divine testimony' is plain, 
positive and glorious* “ God—hath reconciled us to himself 
Jesus Christ," “God was in Christ reconciling the 

§ orld unto himself," 2 Cor. 5 : 1@, 19p “Wherefore in all 
i^]^gs it behooved him to be made like unto bis brethren; 
at he might be a merciful and faithful High Priest in things 
pertaining to God, to make RfecosciLiATtON for the sins of the 
people,” Heb, 2: 17* This glorious cnterprize of atoning 
love, which is destined to fill the universe with the high 
praises of Jehovah, is accomplished, mediatdpt by the “ one 
Lord BY whom are all things,” Intimately and inseparably 
connected drith the true glory of atonement, is, 

Mis dimne nature and preeminent dignitp. 

He is “THE Son ot God:*’ “the only begotten of the 
Father full of grace and truth:" “the image of the invisible 
God,” “ the brightness of his glory and the express image of 
his person “by whom also he made the worldsby 
him all things consist." 

Alas I How has this glorious truth been subverted or en* 
V el oped in absurdity and con/usion by the false theories of 
fallible men ! How is it that an intelligent mind can believe 
that He, whom the Spirit of Truth declares to be “the first 
ftorn of every creature," Col, 1: 15; the very “fieginningof 
the creation of God," Rev, 3: 14; had no existence until the 
days of Csesar Augustus ? How did God create “ all things 
by Jesus Eph. B: 2; Heb. 1:2; if he existed not 

uniii thousands of years after they were created ? 

No less subversive of the divine testimony, is the contra¬ 
dictory dogma, that the Son of God u that vertj God whose 
Son he is declared to he! As well may we affirm that the 
Son of the President is the President himself 1 “God sent 
his Son into the worlds'- which clearly implies that he was 
his Son before he was sent, and proves the fallacy of the theory 
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which denies the applicability of this term to him previous to 
his incarnation. The import of Rom, 1: 3, 4, is believed to 
be, that in respect to his fiesh or body, he was of the seed of 
David ; but in respect to his Spirit^ which animated the body, 
he was the Son of God, It is not true that he was the first 
born of every creature, or *Hhe beginning of the creation of 
God,” as horn of Mary. The argument of the apostl^ Col* 
1: 15, is, that be was “ the first born of every creatur^’ be¬ 
cause, “Ay Mm were all things created consequently he 
was so when he created all things, or when God created all 
things by him* Eph, 3; 9. The terms “ the first born," “ the 
first begotten," “the only begotten,” must refer to the origin 
of bis existence, and clearly teach us that the proposition that 
he is the self-existent and supreme God is false* It denies 
thegreat truth that “there is but one God." 1 Cor* 8; 6* 
It contradicts his own testimony that his Father is the only 
true God"—John 17 : 3 ; greater than" himself—14: 28; 
that he lives “ by the Father"—John 6: 57; that all the 
power by which he accomplishes his blessed mission, and 
gives eternal life to his redeemed, is “oiten him" by the 
Father—John 17: 2; that he “can do nothing of himseir’— 
John 5: 19; that the Father only knows of the day of judg¬ 
ment, which proves that the Son does not know it in any 
Matt* 24: 36* Hear his truthful words: “I came 
down from heaven, not to do mine own will, but the will of 
him that sent me." Luke 22: 29, This is a twoedged 
sword of the Spirit of Truth, demolishing at once the Uvo 
opposite extremes of ermr* If Jesus Christ came down from 
heaven, his conception in the womb of the virgin was not/Ac 
origin of his existence* If ha came down from heaven, not 
to do Ms own willf but the will of superior authority, he was 
not the saprt7ne God, They who say that the Spirit, which 
*^came down from heaven," which God sent into the world, 
wms supreme God, have the confounding alternative, either 
to deny that the Father is supreme God or to admit that one 
supreme God sent another supreme God! 

Far bo it, however, that we should detract from the true 
glory of Him who is “the ebiefest among ten thousand and 
altogether lovely." “For in him dwelieth all the fullness of 
the Godhead bodily.” “In him are all the treasures of wis¬ 
dom and knowledge." “Fork pleased the Father that in 
him should all fullness dwell*” “That in all things he 
might have the preeminence He who first made him, “ so 
much better than the angels"-—'Heb* 1:4; has made him 
God, or ruler, over all, blessed forever*" Korn. 9: 5. “ For 
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he hath put all things under his feet. Out when he saith all 
ihing^s are put under him (or that he is orer all) it is manifest 
that He is excepted which did put all things under him. And 
when all things shall be subdued uniQ him, then shall the 
Son also be subject unto him that put all things under him, 
that God may he all in all.” 1 Cot. 15: *27,28. Now, 

** anggls and authorities and powers (are) made subject unto 
him. 1 Peter 3 : 22, They are commanded to worship him, 
710^ cs the s€lf’'exuttnt Jfhomht but as ** his Jirst begotten" 
Heb, 1: 6. In this worship, every knee” and "Hongue” 
shall unite and confess him Lord, *‘^o the glorij of God the 
Father” Phil. 2: 11. The appellation of God, (given to 
him in a vastly superior sense than it was given to the rulers 
of Israel, Ps. 82 : 6,) denotes the gloryof his majesty on the 
throne of Zion# Yet, God, he has a God, who has 
“anointed” him “with the oil of gladness above (his) fel- 
low'S,” Heb. 1: 9, The glory of “the Word,” John, 1st 
chap,, is “the glory of the only begotten of the Father;” not 
the glory of the mhegolten Jehovah, 

This superemintiit dignity and glory of the natare 

of Je/tonaA’s appointed atonbu in e&smtiui to the fulfilment of 
high mission, 

“To make reconciliation”—to be the propitiatory, or 
mercy seat, “ for the sins of the whole world,” i John 2 : 2, 
is a work of no ordinary magnitude. Among all the powers 
of heaven, thrones, dominions, cherubim and seraphim, none 
hut “ the fnt” and “ onl^ begotten" SgN was found worthy! 
If any other celestial spirif had been competeht would not 
our Father have spared his best beloved? No obe dience, nol 
offering, no sacrifice, but that of ftis own Son^ was competent 
to the indispensable object of magnifymg the law of God and 
making it honorable while tfatisgressbr^”'are sav!^. “We, 
have a great Hicn* Prikst —Jesus the Son of God.” The 
efficacy of his priesthood is predicated on his sonshlp. It is 
the obedience unto death, of his awn Sm^ wdiich in the “ of¬ 
fering of a sweet smelting savor”^ unto the God of saivation»^ 
The con trad fctory theory^ ttiaf the Son of God God him- 
stlft disqmlijies him for the office of “ mediator between God 
and men,” The same objection pertains to the theory that 
he is mere man# A mediator between the parties at variance 
must be distinct from both. It is true that, because he “ w’as 
made of the seed of David according to the flesh" he is called 
“ the man Christ Jesus,” Yet the fact is, that he was the 
Son of God before he w^as made flesh# If he was the im¬ 
mutable Jehovah, eouid he bumble or empty himself and be¬ 
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come obedienf? PhilL 2: 8. Could the ever-living God die? 

sh all th e j^nyereign of tl^ universe become obedi- 
'fi^^shafl hV brerliimjiTTTntr he is Vmere 'mdn, 

how can ms most b&effience oe “ a propitiation'_for 

the sins of the wffioleworTTT” 

The revealed object and end of God's setling forth his Son 
in the view of the intelUgent universe, and making soul 
Hn offering jfbr sin" Isa, 53: IQ w, that he might be the 
yvst God and the Savior" 

Such is the testimony of the Spirit of Truth, “All have 
sinned and come short of the glory of God ; being jusulied 
^ly by his grace, through the redempti on that is in Christ 
Jesus: whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation, through 
laiih \n hjs blood, to declare his righteousness for the re* 
thatarepasl, through the for^arauce of GolT 
to declare, at this time, his righieousnessTlYaf he might be 
just md the justifler of him which helievelh in Jesus” 
Rom. 3: 23—26# Now if God has thus set forth his Son 
and made his soul, or life, an offering for sin, in order “ that 
he might he just and the justifier of him which beiie^eth in 
Jesus, does it not follow that he would not have b^en just 
if he justified believers in Jesus, without this offering, or some 
equivalent measure in honor of his holy law ? 

ft is fidmjtted that we are saved by the Son of God, by 
those who deny that there is any necessary connection be¬ 
tween our justification and his deaih. They affirm that he 
saves us by the moral influence, on our hearts, of bis sacred 
precepts and the example of his holy and benevolent life and 
death They affirm truth; but do they affirm the whole 
truth ? Let the Spirit of truth answer. *• Without sHEl)Dl^ro 
f . remission”—H eb. 9: 23 “jostifikb Si/ 

*"^^8 peace through 
the blood of hta^oae Col. 1; 20. “And you— hath he 
lecoaciled, m the body of his flesh through death”~23 ■ 
f* thou shalt make his soul an offering for sin” »* He shall 
bear iheir iniquities." Isa. 53, “ The son of man came to 

give his life a ransom for many,” Mark 10: 45. “Christ 
died FOR our sins”— 1 Cor, 16: 3; “delivered fir our of- 
fioces; “ redeemed us to God thj blood," Jlev. 5 ; 9. 

The mount of Sinai speaks wrath; the mount of Calvary 
peace, ^ ^ 

If we deny the necessity of the great sacrifice, “that God 
might be just and the justifier of him that believeth,** what 
IS the import or significancy of those sacrifices which were 
continually offered, and of that blood which constantly floived 
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from the altar under the first covenant ? **It is not possible 
that the blood of bulls and of goals sbonld take away sins/* 
These ** were a figutt for the time then present f * " it was 
necessary that the paiterns of the things in the heavens 
should be purified with these; but the Jieavenly things them- 
selves with better sacrifices than these/* Heb. 9: 9—23. 
“Christ our passovei is sacrificed for us/* “Behold the 
Lamb of Gop which taketh away the sin of the world !** 
“By one offering he hath perfected forever them which are 
sanctified/* Heb. 10 ^14* 

It may indeed be said^ijf other philanthropists that they 
have laid down their lives for their brethren. But of what 
other can it be said that his death was a propitiatory offering 
“for the sins of the whole world/* “that God might be just 
and the justifier of him which believeth ?** 

Righteous law, when violated, must be honored. Repent¬ 
ance is only doing duly. It does not cancel faU 

transgression. No court acquits a criminal merely because 
he repents. It is true that “ he who confesseth and foisaketh 
his sin, shall find mercy/* But it is not true that confessing 
and forsaking of sin is the entire ground on which he finds 
niercv j for “without shedding of blood there is no remission/* 
Heb.'9: 22. The wisdom of God has appointed the channel 
in which mercy flows consistently with righteousness. “ God, 
for Christ's sake, hath forgiven/* Eph. 3; 32. He indeed 
justifies “/rce?y hj his grace'' or favor, but it is “ through the 
redemption that is in Christ Jesus*'* Romi 3: 24. Therefore, 

/ all reasoning on the mercy of God and on the competency of 
f repentance, to justify transgressors of his holy law, without 
' the sacrifice of his Son, however plausible, is opposed to that 
, method of salvation which infinite wisdom has determined to 
, be the best. 

The real humiliation and death of the iHvine Son of God 
is essential to atonement 

The trinitarian theory implies that God never gave Ks Son 
either to suffer or die for us; nor even a human soul to die for 
us. It implies that he gave only a human bodij to die for ns. 
The divine nature of Jesus Christ is supposed to he as im¬ 
mutable and impassible as that of the Father. It is supposed 
that there was no real humility or suffering of the divine na¬ 
ture. According 10 ihis theory, a 111he ‘ ohedienee unto 

death** of the great Atoner, which constnufes the basis of 
atonement for the sins of the tcorlci, pertains soJe/y hu¬ 
manity f How inadequate the means to the end fy-^ccord¬ 
ing to the scriptures of truth, it is the surpassing dignity and 
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perfection of the real sufferer that gives valu e and efficac y 
to his a^rmg. have a great High PHest—Jesus the 

Son of^uon/* What apostle or prophet ever based the 
greatness of our High Priest on the absurd dogma, that he is 
a perfect man, united, “in one person forever,** with the 
infinite Jehovah, who did not suffer or die at all? Where, 
according to this theory, is that great love of God in giving 
his own Son to suffer and die for us, which his word teaches 
us to behold and admire ? The theory robs the Cross of its 
j ^ affecting fact, that he who really suflared 

and died there, was God's own Smh his **frst** and “ on^ 
begotten,** who was with him “before the w^orid was/* which 
constitutes that glory of Calvary which demands the adoring 
gratitude of earth, and the halleiujahs of heaven* 

“ 1 he Word was made flesh.** “ A body hast thou pre¬ 
pared me "—Heb. 10: 0; not a body and another soui or 
spirit There is no divine testimony that Jesus Christ had a 
human soul. -1.^® of Gqd, who “came down from 
heaven/* was the souf or. spirit of the body “prepared.** 
His humiliation, us the Son ef God^ was not illusory. It 
was rffE;. He was “ in the form of God/* yet he thought not 
that this likeness to God was a thing to be eagerly seized or 
retained, but “ made himself of no reputation/* “humbled’* 
or mptiet^y imseIf/* &c. Such, it is believed, is the true 
impofroTTIais passage in the Gjeek. The whole conn eel ion 
plainly teaches a real change anJTiumiliation totally Incom¬ 
patible with the idea of immutable deity. Bhili. 2 chap. 

As his humiliation was real, so also was his death* That 
very same Spiril and i^who was in the form of God, “be¬ 
came o.h edie nt unto bbath/* “He died fo'r our siris/* Re¬ 
puted orth^oxy denies this testimony of the Eternal Spirit. 
It teaches that the souls of the Son of God, both human and 
divine, never died, but, in a slate of living consciousness, left 
the manimate body on. the Cross, and passed to the heavenly 

glory,and was never mads “anoffering forsin.** Isa. 53i 10, 

IJeath is the opposite of life; the cessation of it. Agony is not 
deaiL^^ Jesus Christ says, “I am he that liveth anTTvas 
DEAD. He not on\y agonized but “he ihed for our sins, 
according to the scriptures** of Irnth. “He sent his Son to 
be the propitiation for our sins,** by dying for us. “ He hath 

poured out his soul unto £?mfA/* Isa. 53: 12 . From Ps. 16: 10 , 

we l^^rn that the soul or life of our blessed Savior was in 
sAeof from his death to his resurrection. From Eccles. 9: 10, 
we iearn tha_l “there is no ti^orA, not knowledge, jiM^cisdom 
m skeot Infinite wisdom and love was pleased to “ make 
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his sat/l (life) an ofierin^ for sin»'^ He ** /aiii dmn Ms Ij/e 
for us,^* and t hen had m comcwus 

raided him from the dead.'" l^he propKetic word^—the pro¬ 
mise of the Elernal to give his own Son to pik for us—was 
iitemlly fulfilled* There was no illusion or deception in the 
case. Thus did he who has loved us and given hirnself for 
us, put away sin the sacrifice of himself^ This was 
the “ better sacrifice^ of the new and better cocenanL “ T he 
bringing in of a belter hope, by the which we draw nigh 
unto God,” Heb. I y, Herein is love " &c* ^ 

The attmemejit of the Son (f God is the foundation of wan s 
hope of Immortality* 

Man forfeited life or existence by transgression, “ The soul 
that sinneih it shall die*” Ezek, 18:4, ** Tj^^ ^wage s of s in 

is death not eternal life in misery* Immortality is not an 
aitribute of human nature. It is an object to be sought and 
attained “ by patient continuance in well doing.” Rom, 

7, No passage of divine truth declares man, in the general^ 
to be IMMORTAL. He is mobtal* ** Shall mortal man be j ust 
with God r Job 4 : 17. Immortality or eternal lif^ is th ^ 
gift of God ttiropoh Jesus Christ ourLorp,” Rom, 6: 

** Sin hath reigned unto death .Blessed be the God of sal¬ 
vation, grace shall reign through righieousness unto 
no\ IKOf through Jcstis Christ our Lordt^* Roin. 5:2L He 
that believeth on the Son hath everlasting Ufe : and he that 
believeth not the Son shall not see life,” dec, John 3: 

The final destinies of men are not eternal happy and miser* 
able Ufe / but life and de —life and destruction-—salmlion 
and pef'ishing* The haai punishment of the wicked will be 
“ everlasting destruction from the presence of the Lord and 
from the glory of his power*” 2 Thes. I : 9, Destruction, 
not ol happiness merely^ but of *^soul and rohy in hell*” 
Matt, 10 : 38, All the wicked will (God) destroy*” Psalms 
145: 20, A perfectly holy and happy universe shall suc¬ 
ceed, to bis eternal glory. 

The atonement is essential to a resurrectionfrom the tomb 
on which all future life depends* 

“ It is expedient for us, that one man should niB for the 
people, and that the whole nation perish not—but that also 
he should gather together in one the children of God that 
were scattered abroad,” John 11:5^ This “gathering to¬ 
gether” is to be at “ tins coming of our Lord Jesus Christ,” 
3 Tbes, 2; L who is “ the resurrection and the life,” Death 
is the extinction of life of the entire wwin, ** The dead 
not anything,” “ In that very day Ihoughts perish,” 
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“also their /or# and iheir hatred'^ now perished 
Eccles. 0; 5, 0, Ate departed souk living in heaven and 
hell, or in Elysium and Tartarus in Hades, wiihont Imow* 
ledgct thought and affections 1 If the dead rise not, Je.sus 
Christ teaches us, God would be the God of the dead, but 
this knot true, if the souk of the patriarchs are now living* 
In this Case he is the God of the living thouiih there is no 
resurrection. The heathenish tradition of immortal souk, 
divests the doctrine of the resurrection of its chief importance 
and glory and has induced some to deny it altogether. Yet 
shall the counsel of God stand, ^ 

Paul rested all his hopes of future life on this basis, 1 Cor, 
15: 32, “If after the manner of men I have fought with 
beasts at Ephesus, what advantngeih it me if- the dead rise 
notl Jjel us eat and drink for to-morrow we die,” Would 
he have uttered such language if he believed that he posses¬ 
sed an immortal spiritual subsistence susceptible of life inde¬ 
pendently of the body, and capable of enjoying the glory of 
God forever, although the body should never rise] He as¬ 
sures us that “if Christ be not raised, then they also who are 
fallen asleep in Christ are perished Our Tesurrection de¬ 
pends on hts* He is “ the first fruits.” He does not say 
their bodies have perished, but that “ they " have perished j 
i. e, they themselves will€:Eist no more* To say that an m- 
mortal smil can pemA is a contradiction* John 6 : 39 teaches 
that if Jesus Christ does not raise his saints from the grave 
he will lose them. This is not true if their souls never die* 
“Return, 0 Lord, deliver my soul: 0 save me for thy 
mercies sake, l*or in death there is no reinenibranee of 
thee: in the grave who shall'give the thanks? Wilt thou 
show wonders to the dead? Shall the dead arise and praise 
thee?” Ps- 6: 4, 5; 88: 10, 11* If David expected lo 
praise God with “ nobler powers” at death he would not have 
ofTered such a plea as this for his recovery, from disease. So 
Hezekiab, Isa, 3S: 10, 19* “ So wilt thou recover me, and 
make me to live—-for the grave cannot prake thee, death 
cannot celebrate thee—the Jiving, the living, he shall praise 
thee as I do this day,” 

That the saints at death “do immediately pass'into glory” 
is a human tradition manifesily opposed to the word of truth. 
When, according to the scriptures, are we to “ enter into life” 
—“ into the joy of (our) Lord”~to be with him—to “see him 
as he is” and be “ like him,” and “ shine forth in the king¬ 
dom of (our) Father ?” Not until our blessed Lord comes in 
his glory, “I will come again and receive you to myself,” 
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John 14:3. For ihe Son of man shall come in the glory 
of hU Father with his angels; and then shall he reward erery 
man according to his works.Matt. 16; 2T. “ Thou shalt 

be recompensed (not at death) at the mnrrecrmn of the just.” 

It is not until ** Christ who is otir life ^kall appear that we 
shall “ appear with him in glory*’* Col. 3:4. Then, when 
he come in his he will welcome his risen and 

changed saints to the kingdom prepared for them. Matt, 25: 

3 [— 34 , por this glory David, who “ is not meended into 
ihe /leacens” looked, not to the hour of death, but to the re- 
“^urrection morning. “ I shall be satisfied when 1 awake 
with thy likenesSp** Ps, II: 15, Paul had no expectation of 
receiving his crown until the day of his Lord's appearing. 

2 Tim, 4 ; 8. Indeed all the ransomed family are represented 
as waiting for their salvation until that day, Isa. 25 : 9. *‘The 
earnest expectation of the creature waiteth for the manifesta¬ 
tion of the sons of God—to wit, the REnewrTioN of oub 
BODY,** Rom, 8: 18—23, “To be clothed upon with our 
house which k from heaven (i. e. the incorruptible body) 
that mortality might be swallowed up of life, 2 Cor. 5: 1—4. 

V?hy were the Thesaalonian Christians directed to wait for 
their Savior from heaven, if they were going to heaven to 
him eighteen hundred years before he was to come from 
heaven ? 1 Thes. i; 10; 2 Thes, 3:6, 

Finally, let us solemnly examine whether our hope for 
ETERNITY is resting on the “foundation’* which Jehovah has 
laid in Zion, or on that wisdom which ** is foolishness with 
God,” The importance of reconciliation to that way of saK 
vation which the divine wisdom had determined to be essen-\ 
tial to the manifestation of infinite righteousness, is beyond alj^ 
estimation. “ He that believeth not the Son shall not see lifei 
but the wrath of God, abideth on him.” Let us also seriously 
consider, that faith in the Gross of Christ will be of no avail 
(except to enhance our condemnation,) unless by it we are 
crucifed to the world and the world unto us. Not every one 
that sakh Lord, Lord, shall enter into the kingdom of heaven, 
but he that doHh the wUl of mp Father which is in heaven,^' 
0 eternal love I Save us from unbelief^ that we may 
finally be found among 'the ransomed ones who “ have wash¬ 
ed their robes and made them white in the blood of the 
Lamu.” 

“Blessing and honor, and glory, and power, be unto him 
that sitteih upon the throne, and unto jhe Lamb forever and 
ever,” 
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FUTURE PUNISHMENT 

NOT ETERNAL LIFE IN MISERY, BITT DESTRUCTION. 

The various errors existing in the household of faith in refer¬ 
ence to revealed truth, evincing our imperfection, the force of 
prejudice, the effects of erroneous education, the slolhfulness of 
the mind, and the want of moral courage, are truly lamentable. 
We honor our Father in heaven and worship him acceptably, 
only so far as we have right conceptions of his character, his 
government, and his purposes. He must be worshiped “ in 
spirit and in Truth'^ Not in spirit only, but in truth. If we 
believe that God will reward or punish men contrary to his own 
truth, we dishonor him, notwithstanding we may, like Peter, in¬ 
tend to show him our sincere regard. As truth and the glory 
of God are inseparable, it is palpably deceptive to imagine that 
we glorify him by any opinion not conformable to truth. This 
every Christian will acknowledge. Yet in our researches after 
truth, we are often biassed by our own preconceptions of what 
is most consistent with the divine perfections and government, 
and rest in opinions, founded in our own fallible and prejudiced 
reasoning about what God must do, instead of believing his own 
declarations of what he will do. 

j In our study of the oracles of divine truth, the adoption of 
1 correct principles of interpretation, is of essential importance. 
Without this our appeal to the word of God may only serve to 
confirm us in error. The obscurity in which the plainest testi¬ 
mony of divine truth has been enveloped by unwarrantable prin¬ 
ciples of mystical interpretation, can only be dispelled by ex¬ 
plaining the language of the Bible, as we do that of other books. 
A strict adherence to this obviously correct principle, connected 
t with a humble dependence on the promised spirit of truth, will 
happily diminish the diversities of views and contentions now 
existing in the family of the redeemed. 

The writer would ever duly appreciate the respectful regard, 

[ and holy fellowship of his beloved brethren in the Lord. As 
[ that regard, and fellowship how'ever, is valuable only so far as 
it is consistent with truth, he dreads a deviation from its holy 
principles, far more than any transient obloquy which may re¬ 
sult from his association with those “ eccentric*'* opposers of 
the traditions, which make void the doctrines and command- 
I ments of the Holy One, who ore ever charged with bringing 
I “ certain strange things to our ears,'*'* Acts 17 ; 20. 

FUTURE PUNISHMENT. 

I “ Man giveth up the ghost and where is he In vain has 
I human reason exercised its utmost powers to answer this ques- 
I tion of deep and thrilling interest to the intelligent mind. Phi- 
I losophy has speculated and conjectured, but “the world by 
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wisdom knew not God,’' or his purposes. The all-absorbing 
queries, “how con man be just with God?”—what will be my 
future destiny ? have been propo^ in vain by the departing 
agonizing spirit, to the wisest minds unillumined by celestial 
truth. From that truth the desired information beams forth in 
characters plain and decisive. “ The wages of sin is death, 
hut the gift of God is e-eernal life through Jesus Christ aiir 
Lor^^'* “ Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, which, according to his abundant mercy, hath begotten 
us again unto a lively hope, by the resurrection of Jesus Christ 
from the dead, to an inheritance incorruptible and undefiled, and 
that fadelh not away, reserved in heaven for you,” <Stc. 

The fountain of life has been opened by divine love for a re¬ 
bellious world; its healing streams are flowing free and ample 
as the fluid which is essential to physical vitality. “ Ho, every 
one that ihirslelh, come ye to the waters.” But alas! the same 
vile spirit of rebelliou which has contemptuously resisted the 
righteous claims of the law of nature, and the revealed precept 
of perfect love, has displayed more clearly and fully its dire 
depravity in turning away from him who speaketh from heaven 
in the most affecting accents of divine compassion and mercy. 
Our present object is to inquire, with holy reverence, respect¬ 
ing that “sorer punishment” which aw'aits those, who, by im¬ 
penitence and unbelief, tread “ under foot the of God,” 
and count “ the blood of the covenant wherewith he was sanc¬ 
tified an unholy thing.” 

The testimony of ntan is that the wicked shall be punished 
mih everlasting existence in misery. The testimony of God 
is that they shall be punished with everlasting destruction — 
2 Thess. 1:9. 

Whether the common opinion that all men are immortal is 
true or false, it must certainly be admitted that it is illogical to 
infer such an opinion, as some do, from the simple feet of their 
possessing a rational and intelligent nature. A created being 
IS necessarily dependent on his Creator who is perfectly “ able 
to save and to destroy.” He “ only hath Immortality.” 1 Tim. 
fi: 16. The Son of God himself, who is the first born of every 
creature, and approximates the nearest to the eternal I a 3 i de¬ 
clared, “ I live by the Father.” ’ 

Nor is such an opinion any more correctly inferred from the 
fact that immortality is an object of universal desire. Wo may 
as wdl infer the doctrine of universal salvation from the same 
premises. Is the desire of possessing an object proof of its ac¬ 
tual attainment ? Must not the punishment of sin necessarily 
consist in the loss of something desired, and in the endurance 
of something dreaded ? 

But wlial saiih the Scriptures ? In vain do we search for n 
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single inspired declaration, that man, in the general, is immortal. 
The contrary is revealed. “ Shall mortal man be just with 
God V ' Job 4; 17. He is hero represented as mortal; with¬ 
out any distinction of body, soul or spirit. It is true, that in 
the scriptures, the term “ mortal body” is used. But it is to 
be observed that it is used only in reference to the saints to 
whom eternal life is given by Jesus Christ through faith in his 
name. If the soul or spirit of man in general, or man in gen¬ 
eral, is, in a single passage declared to be immortal, then must 
we indeed conclude that when he is called morlal^his body only 
is intended. But surely the fact that the body is mortal^ is no 
proof that the soul is immortal. Of the saints it is said “ the 
body is dead (i. e. must die) because of sin, but the spirit is 
life (why ? because it is naturally immortal?) because of righte¬ 
ousness”—i. e. “ the righteousness of God which is by faith of 
Jesus Christ.” Rom. 3: 22. Mao’s life, without reference to 
any distinction between body and spirit, was originally sus¬ 
pended on his obedience. “ In the day that thou eatest thereof, 
thou shalt surely dib.” There was not indeed an immediate 
execution of the penalty. All who admit that the death of the 
body, or punishment of a future state, was intended in the pen¬ 
alty, must admit that the whole of the penalty was not immedi¬ 
ately executed. But if God, consistently, with his word, could 
postpone the execution of any paH of the penalty, he could, if 
he pleased, postpone the execution of t)ie whole, A man judici¬ 
ally condemned to die, is considered as dead. Thus the Apos¬ 
tle said to his brethren, “the body is dead,'^ i. e. condemned to die. 

The discerning mind, unbiased by human tradition, must per¬ 
ceive that in the sacred oracles, immortality is revealed, not as 
an object that all possess, or will possess, but as an object to be 
sought after and obtained by faith and “ patient continuance in 
well doing.” Rom. 2; 7. What prophet or apostle “moved 
by the Holy Spirit,” ever told men that they have immortal 
souls or deathless spirits? 

What is the penalty of the law? Not life in misery, hoi 
death, “ The wages of sin is death.” Rom. 6 : 23. “ The 

soul that sinneth it shall die.” Ezek. 18 : 4. “ Sin, when it is 
FINISHED, bringelh forth death.” James 1: 15. “ ^hey that 

commit such things are worthy of ‘death.” Rom. 1 : 32. 
“ Why will ye die?” Ezek. 18 : 31. “ He which converleth 

the sinner from the error of his way shall save a soul from 
DEATH.” James 5 : 20. There is a sin unto death.” 1. John 
5; 16. “ And I saw the dead, small and great, stand before 

God: and the books were opened; and another book was 
opened, which is the book of life: and the dead were jud^d 
out of those things which were written in the books, according 
to their works. Rev. 20: 12. And whosoever was not found 
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written in the book of life was cast into the lake of fire.” 15 
verse, “This is the second death.” verse M. Will it be 
said that all these expressions of death are figurative? How 
figurative? Of what is the second death figurative? Is the 
first death figurative ? Let us appeal to Jesus Christ to determ¬ 
ine whether the second death is figurative, importing eternal ex¬ 
istence in misery; or whether it is literal, importing a destruc¬ 
tion of being, both soul and body. “Fear not them which kill 
the body, but are not able to kill the soul: but rather fear him 
which is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.” Matt. 
10; 28. Nor is this a solitary testimony. Paul solemnly as¬ 
sured the Philippians that the “ end” of the wicked is “ des¬ 
truction,” Here is double testimony against the common 
opinion, which supposes that they will have 7 io end, “ What 
if God willing to show his wrath, and to make his power known, 
endured with much long suffering the vessels of wrath fitted to 
destruction ?” Rom. 9: 22. When all the workers of in 
iquity do flourish, it is that they shall be destroyed forever. 
Ps. 92: 7. If any man defile the temple of God, him shall- 
God DESTROY. 1 Cor. 3: 17. I went into the sanctuary of 
God, then understood I their end, surely thou didst set them ic 
slippery places, thou castedst them down into destruction, Ps. 
/3; 17, Enter ye in at the strait gate, for wide is the gate, 
and broad is the way that Icadcth to destruction, &c. Matt 
7 ; 13. Other passages reveal the same truth. Rev. 11 18 

Ps. 145: 20. Prov. 1 ; 27, &c. Indeed the scriptures plainh 
define ^^everlasting punishment, into which the wicked wil 
certainly go, to be, not eternal existence in misery, but “ ever 
lasting destruction from the presence of the Lord and from thr 
glory of his power.” 2 Thess. 1. 9. How forcible is all thin 
testimony! 

In those pages which exhibit in contrast, the affecting retri¬ 
butions of a future state, there is a remarkable uniformity in 
setting in opposition, not happy and miscrohle eternal life or 
existence ; but l^e and death, &c.” The wages of sin is death, 
but the gift of God is eternal Ufe,^^ “He that hath the 
Son hath and he that hath not the Son of God, hath not 

life,'' “ If ye live after the 6esh ye shall die ; but if ye through 
the spirit do mortify the deeds of the body, ye shall 
“ Strait is the gate,” djc. “ which leadeth unto lifeP “ W’idc 
is the gate,” &c. “which leadeth to destruction,^^ “For wo 
are unto God a sweet savor of Christ in them that arc saved, 
and in them that perish, to the one we are the savor of death. 
unto death ; and to the other the savor of life unto /f/c.” “ He 
that soweth to the flesh shall of the flesh reap (what? immortal 
ww?) corruption ; but he that soweth to the spirit shall of the 
spirit reap life everlasting^ “ And in nothing terrified by vour 
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adversaries, which is to them an evident token of perdition^ but 
to you of salvation, and that of God.” “ There is one law¬ 
giver who is able to save, and to destroyP The wicked are 
« vessels of wrath fitted to destruction,^' the righteous “ vessels 
of mercy—prepared unto glory," “ The preaching of the cross 
is to them that perish, foolishness; but unto us which are saved, 
it is the power of God.” 

How plainly do these passages teach, that the final destinies 
of men, arc, not eternal, happy and miserable life, but life and 
death—life and destruction^salvation and penshing—life ever- 
lasting and corruption—salvation perdition, or being lost 

and destruction. In Matt. 25 46, life eternal is op¬ 
posed to everlasting punishment, but the term everlasting pun¬ 
ishment does not necessarily imply everlasting existence, nor is 
this the bible definition of everlasting punishment. The positive 
declaration is, that it consists in “ everlasting destruction,” 2 
Thess. 1: 9, which is literally everlasting punishment. There 
will be no restoration to life and felicity. 

In John 5 : 29, the “ resurrection of life” is contrasted with 
the “ resurrection of damnation,” i. e. condemnation. In Rom. 

2; 6_10, it is contrasted with “ tribulation and anguish.” But 

as the second death is preceded by condemnation and torment, 
and neither of these imply endless existence, these passages, in 
their most obvious import, are perfectly reconcilable with the 
idea of final destruction. 

It is an argument of magnitude against the popular opinion 
on this solemn subject, that numerous and varied terms used in 
the bible to express future punishment, are, in their obvious im- 
port, opposed to life in any condition. Death, The second 
death. Destruction, Perdition, Perish, Lost, Coming to 
an end. The figurative passages import the same. « He will 
BURN UP the chaff with unquenchable fire.” If the fire, which 
the husbandman puts to the chaff for the purpose of entirely 
destroying it, is quenched, the chaff may be partly saved. If 
it «* shall not be quenefied,” it continues until it is exi^ended by 
the vXter destruction of the chaff. “ Their worm dieth not.” 
If the worm dieth, “ the carcases” (see Isa. 66: 24) are not 
entirely devoured ; if “ their worm dieth not,” they are wholly 
destroyed. What unbiassed mind does not perceive that our 
Lord, by using these similitudes, designed to impress the minds 
of his disciples with the fearful truth, that a destruction of being 
_of «Ixxly and soul," will be the sure portion of all who pre¬ 
fer their own carnal gratification, to the service and joy of the 
kingdom of God ? 

Rev. 14: 11—19: 3, and 20. 10. In these passages, the 
term forever, is connected with the torment of the wicked, and 
if this term is never used to express limited duration, tliescpas- 
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sages are opposed to the numerous varied and plain divine de¬ 
clarations of the^ entire destruction of the ungodly. But is this 
a fact? Certainly not. It is admitted, that if the plain testi¬ 
mony of the bible does not contradict the literal import of the 
term forever, as applied to the torment of the wicked, we ought 
to understand it in its literal import, as we do when it is applied 
to the happiness of the righteous. But if the terms, forever, 
and forever and ever, which are literally synonymous, are often 
used to express limited duration ; and the general testimony of 
scripture in r^pect to future punishment, plainly imports destruc¬ 
tion, it is a violation of the just rule of interpretation, to under¬ 
stand the passages referred to, in their literal import. Now 1 affirm 
that these two facts are susceptible of clear proof.* After find¬ 
ing the term everlasting or forever, applied to the covenant of 
circumcision, Gen. 17: 13 —to the Jewish possession of the 
land of Canaan, Gen. 17 : 8 —to a written record of the pro¬ 
phet, Isa. 30: 8 —to the continuance of the present earth, 
Eccles. 1: 4 —and even to Jonah’s three days entombment in 
the fish, Jonah, 2: 6, is it astonishing to find it applied to the 
duration of the suffering of the wicked, which, may be a long 
period prior to their final destruction. 

Their dwm will be inconceivably dreadful; the precise dura- 
t-ion of their sufferings is not revealed. Of the fire in the land 
of Idumea, caused by the judgment of God against his enemies 
in the present state,it is written, “it shall not be quenched night 
nor day, the smoke thereof shall go up forever,” Isa. 34 : 10, 
So the testimony respecting Sodom, drc. “ Suffering the ven¬ 
geance of eternal fire,” may be considered as referring to the 
entire destruction of those cities, by which they were “ set forth 
fem an example' to the world, of the fearful consequences of 
disobedience. But if not, the term eternal may be used in a 
limited sense, as the original word is in many places. In this 
jimited sense the term “ everlasting fire” must be understood, 
in our Lord’s declaration, “ it is better for thee to enter into 
life halt or maimed, rather than having two hands or two feet, 
to be cast into everlasting fire.” Here, being cast into overlast¬ 
ing fire is set in opposition to entering into h/e. But if the sin¬ 
ner is to live forever in this fire, he enters into life as much as 


• Mr. Dwight and Mr. Hawes, have represented that “the terms 
‘everlasting,’‘forever,’and the like, are uniformly used in the scrip¬ 
tures to denote the longest possible duration^ of witieh the subject to which 
they are applied is capable:* Reasons, &c., page 18 . As if the “ ever¬ 
lasting covenant” of circumcision could not possiblt/ be ia the flesh of 
the Jews; or the “everlasting possession” of the land of Canaan be 
their habitation, to this day I As if the bars of the earth encompassing 
Jonah “forever,” could not possibly ]i3.ve been a longer period than 
three days! 
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I if' he sliould enler paradise. Bi^rnal iffe is his portion in eilhei 
I case, though the qualUy of il is vastly difierent. He that 
[ believetli not the Son, shall not see life, but the wrath of God 
I abideth on him,” If it abideth on him to utter destruction, he 
[ shall not see eternal life* otherwise he will* It is said I hot “no 
I murderer hath eternal life abiding in him but if the murderer 
! has mi immortal soul abiding in him, he has eternal life abiding 
I in him as certainly as the holiest saint on earth, only of a dif¬ 
ferent kind. The scriptural terms “everlasting fire,” “un¬ 
quenchable fire,” imprt a fire which shall nUerly destroy. No 
other construction of these terms, can be reconciled with the 
divine testimony—with the penalty of the law, which is death 
—with the definition of the sinner^s punishment, as consisting 
in “ everlasting destruction or with our Lord’s instruction, 
that this destruction is not a destruction of ii^q^iness, but of 
bodi/ and souL 

Some affirm that when the term forever is applied to things 
of tiie present statCt it is to be understood in a limited sense, but 
that when it is applied to things pertaining to a future state^ it 
is to be understood in its literal import* Let us test this argu¬ 
ment. Does not nil its force rest ujKjn the principle, that things 
in a future state am necessarily endless ? Is this principle true ? 
Certainly not. It is no more true that every Ahiug which suc¬ 
ceeds the present stale shall necessarily have no end, than it is 
true that all things which preceded it had necessarily no begin¬ 
ning* We know that other beings began to exist before the 
present state* Nor is tliere any thing in the nature of things, 
which proves that dependent beings may not cease to exist after 
iL All depends on the will of God. If the general tenor of 
scripture testimony respecting future punishment, is in favor of 
a destruction oT being, this argument, and all others must fall 

before it* ... 

Some supper that by the destruction of the wicked, is in¬ 
tended the destruction of their sins / others, the destruction of 
their Itappiness, The destruction of sin—of happiness—of 
being, arc entirely distinct ideas j each is susceptible of definite 
intelligent expression by appropriate language. How could our 
Lord express the latter idea more definitely, than he has in 
Matt* 10: 28t “ Fear him wffiich is able to destro'ij both soul 
anrl body in hell” If this passage, which is so particular and 
definite, is considered in connection with 2 Thess. 1 : 9j Ps* 
92; 7 ; Ps. 73; 17, &C., is it possible for an unbiassed mind to 
reject the import advocated ? The doctrine is taught in both 
testaments* 

Another argument is offered to the consideration of such as 
desire emancipation from the mental slavery of human systems, 
in the fact, that, in the scriptures of truth, m qualifying ad* 
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jecHves are ever affio:ed to the terms eternal life and immor* 
tali/y, denoting different kinds of eternal life or immortality* 

Simple immortality—simple eternal life, is invariably lepre- 
senied as a blessing. If the common opinion is the truth, it 
would have been as necessary for the inspired writers, as it is 
for modern preachers, to make a drstinction between a Messed 
and a cursed immortality* The effects of sin and grace are 
not miserable and happy eternal life; but death and eternal 
Ufe. “The wages of sin is deatJi, but the gift of God is eter* 
nal life, through Jesus Christ our Lord*” 

It deserves the serious consideration of every one, who trem¬ 
bles at the thought of bearing false witness for God, whether 
the occurrence of the term forever, &c*, in connection with the 
actual torment of the wicked, in a very few passages, can justify 
us in rejecting the obvious sense of all those numerous divine 
declarations, which plainly teach in various terms the purpose 
of the Almighty, that “all the wicked will he destroyT Ps* 
145; 20. Which, we ask; is most accordant with correct 
rules of interpretation, to insist upon the literal import of the 
term forever, (often used to express a limited duration,) and give 
a figurative construction to the terms death, second death, des¬ 
truction, perdition, lost, coming to an end, &c*; or to admit the 
obvious import of these terms, and of our Lord’s instruction, 
that the wicked are to be destroyed body and soul, and under¬ 
stand the term forever, in a few passages, (in some of which it 
is connected with day and night,) in a limited sense? 

The affixing of the term spiritual to the term death, as the 
penalty of the law, is confounding the penalty with the crime. 
Spiritual death is to be “ dead in trespasses and sins.^' This 
is the sinner’s guilt, and distinct from the penalty. To say that 
the wages of sin is ^ritual death, is to say that the wages of 
sin isjm* 

The proper import of the term death is the cessation of life, 
or conscious being. Its is the same whether applied to 

the body or spirit. Death is the opposuc of life* Like other 
words it is sometimes used in a figurative, or metaphorical sense* 
The spirit may die or cease to exist, as may the bqdy» On the 
all sustaining arm of the Infinite ail his creatures are dependent 
for life, and all things* 

Although great caution is to be observed in reasoning con¬ 
cerning what is, and what is not, consistent with the perfections 
of Jlim who “ holdeth back the face of his throne and spread- 
cth his cloud upon it,” we may with holy admiration trace the 
harmony existing between his revealed perfections and his re¬ 
vealed purposes* Let il now be candidly considered whether 
the entire destruction of the sinner, subsequent to sneh degrees 
of torment as the degree of his guilt shall require, is not far 
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more consistent \vith the revealed character of our Father in 
heaven, than the doctrine of interminable miserable existence 
The supposition that God will hold his enemies in endless miser 
able existence, simply because he is cibk to do it, is an impeach-^ 
inent of' his character which will not be advocated, God’s 
power is ever regulated by his benevolence and justice. It is 
argued that sin is an infinite evil, and requires an infinite pun¬ 
ishment, To prove that this principle furnishes no argument 
against the plain construction given in these pages to the divine 
declaration, ** the wages (i, e* the desert) of sin is dmtii it is 
sufficient to remark, that it is as evident that the everlasting de¬ 
struction of a finite being, capable of the eternal knowledge and 
enjoyment of the Infinite, is an infinitepunnkment ^ as it is, 
that rebellion against the Infinite, by a finite being is an infi* 
nite €viL God will punish no more than Justice requires, Sucli 
is his compassion and benevolence he does this only from moral 
necessity. The voice of infinite love expostulates with the most 
incorrigible why will yerfic?” Will divine Justice bo dis¬ 
honored—will holy inlelligences discern any connivance at ini¬ 
quity—any violation of law—when the righteous Judge of all, 
after having apportioned difierent degrees of bodily and menial 
misery to the wicked according to their degrees of guilt, shall 
destroy “ body and soul for ever Because this is not so ter¬ 
rible as interminable miserable existence, does it present an in¬ 
adequate motive for repentance or diminish the proper restraints 
of sin ? Is a father to be charged with presenting his disobe¬ 
dient child with an inadequate motive, because he does not 
threaten him with the greatest evil he can possibly inflicl? Will 
you charge Legislatures with not properly lestraining crime, 
because they will not consign all criminals to the tortures of the 
rack during their present existence] What unbiassed mind 
does not perceive a sufficient appeal to the fears of sinful and 
accountable men, and an adequate motive to all who will act 
upon rational principles, in the threatening of the loss of all the 
glory of immortality, and of enduring torments which shall 
issue in total destruction ] If the loss of all those emanations 
of the wisdom, power, and love of the Infinite, which the sinner 
w^iil be capacitated eternally to behold and enjoy, if he uill re¬ 
pent, together with the actual suffering of protracted, unuttera¬ 
ble torment of body and mind antecedent to utter destruction, " 
are considerations inadequate to bear on an intelligent mind and 
induce re|)entance; will even the expectation of endless torment ^ 
be adequate t Is it so in fact ] If it is said that although it 
never is so, without the influence of the Spirit of God ; yet it is 
more likely to be so with that influence, because it is more hor¬ 
rible ; I ask reverently is it most likely that the God of truth 
will honor truth or n ] 


II 


The objector proceeds upon a principle which implicates him¬ 
self, if he admits of degrees of punishment ; and what is far 
more serious, he implicates Jesus Christ in the charge of dimin¬ 
ishing the proper restraints of sin. The principle is, that the 
proper restraint to sin, is i/te threatening of the greatest possi- 
bk pmiishment. So that when Jeans Christ declared that some 
should “ be beaten withj^ stripes,” he deprived such persons 
of the proper restraint of sin ! When shall we cease to be wise 
above what is written ] The supposition that the Almighty re¬ 
strains sin to the utmost of his power is contrary to bis word 
and to fact. Is he to be charged with not properly restraining 
iniquity, because sentence against an evil work is not speedily 
executed ” in consequence of which, “ the heart of the sons of 
men is fully set in them to do evil?” or because he does not con¬ 
vert ail men to holiness t or because he does not imTnediatel^ 
d^tro^ the incorrigible. God is not man, that he should be the 
victim of caprice, or passion, or power, Righteousness and 
Judgment nre the habitation of his throne,” In governing bis 
moral universe and aivarding destinies, he is regulated, not by 
\i\%pavjer^ but by and benevdeme. All who admit 

degrees of future punishment, necessarily believe that God will 
punish millions of men kss than he is able to do, Afier all our 
reasoning, it, is obvious, that sin cannot be more effectually re¬ 
strained or excluded from the dominions of the Almighty, than 
by the final destruction of his incorrigible enemies. Our belief 
exhibits the glorious scene of a perfectly holy and happy uni¬ 
verse, without that sacrifice of justice, and without that inade¬ 
quate expression of God’s displeasure against sin which the doc¬ 
trine of universal salvation manifestly implies. 

The scriptural and rational doctrine of degrees tf funhhment 

is perfectly reconcilable with final destruction of being, _ns 

it will be preceded by such different degrees of suffering as 
divine jualice shall determine. 

It has been asked, with more wit than reason^ Is it possible 
that God should threaten them (the wicked) with putting an end 
to their miseries?” We believe no such statement. The ob¬ 
ject of God’s threatening is not “ putting an end toiJieir mise¬ 
ries fi but to their being, and con,sequently to all hope of life 
and fidicity. An end to their conscious misery is indeed neces- 
wily involved in the threatening. So the threatening of a cer¬ 
tain term of imprisonment ffir crime, implies a release at the 
expiration of such term. But who ever considered such release 
as any part of the threatening 7 

It is supposed from Matt, xxv. 41, ‘Uhat the punishment of 
wicked men will be the same as that of wicked angels, and that 
if the devils could persuade themselves that they should be ut¬ 
terly destroyed, they would believe and be at ease rathet' than 
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i tremble,” Let us bear them on this.subject. “ Let us alone i 
what have we to do with thee, thou Jepus of Nazareth » art thou 
, come to destroy usi” Mark 1, 24, Jpulte 4, 34. If the ex- 
oectation of dedmction would set them “ at why did they 

^y out, » Let us alone ?” Why did they not cry out, Kck^t 
thou, destroyer ? If their own tealimony vs to be admitted (and 
thev sometimes spoke the truth) it must be acknowledged that 
they expect to be both additionally tormented and destroyed - 
Malt 8 20. Mark 1 24. If this testimony is inadmissible, 

' that of an inspired witness must not be rejected. “ Forasmuch 
i then as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also 
: himself likewise took part of the same; that through death he 
misht destroy him that had the power of death, that is, t^ 
devil," &c. Heb. 2, 14. It is indeed easy to say, that this 
means that kis vsorks shall be destroyed, but how is nprmtd! 
h it by a single declaration of truth that he sha 1 e^ist forever 1 
May not his scorks be destroyed, and Inmself also ? 1 hat tolh 

will be destroyed appears to be revealed. See 1 John 3, 8. 
Heb* 2 14* By what authority then do vve deny either l 

Preiudice only will affirm that these views have any connex¬ 
ion with the error of universal salvation, or imply the least ten-,- 
dency towards such a delusion. If we are chargeable with 
favoring such a device of tlie arch adversary, because we deny 
that God will punish men to the extent of his power, the be- 
liever in endless misery, who allows degrees therein, is charge- 
able with the same, it is no uncommon thing for erring man 
to pass from one extreme to another. That the preaching of 
the popular opinion has driven many to the opposite extreme of 
universal salvation is believed. Whether it is so or not, or 
whatever doctrine in our fallible opinion, is best adapted to re- 
strain or punish sin, the determining question is—what hath 
Godsaidi What is the chaff to the wheat? 

If any are disposed to accuse us, because we believe that the 
<* fiery indignation,” which a righteous God has threatened, 
“ shall devour the adversarieslet them puse, and seriously 
consider, lest they be found even charging „ 

With alt this evidence before me, tell me oot of deaffiless 
spirits” and » immortal souls” oi<( ^ “ the book of /^e. _ ho- 

sLver is not found there, will be “ cast into the lake of fire, 
which is the “ SECOND DEATH.” Are any of ns specula mg on this 
awful subject and withholding our hearts from oui Maker . 
us agonize to enter into life. The overwhelming coov.ctionthal 
Godfand heaven,and immorlality with^®] 
are lost-AtL, foueveb lost, by voluntarily preferring the uorld 
to God, will be the bitterest ingredient in the last cup of agony 
of the expiring soul 1 

































REVIEW. 


Br. Phelps’ arguments are designed to establish two points.— 
LThat the sabbath-day was and is '‘perpetually binding on man," 
on all men, on the race,'* from th^ creation until the end of 
time. 2, Yet be advqcates a change of the day. 

Page 16, in rererenco to “the friends of the sabbath" he 
remarks/* kartiing as they do^ all they know of the sabbath 
from the bibhj^ &c. 

4irirmmg the first of these points to be a scriptural fact, it 
must be admitted that the writer was bound to do one of three 
things : to adduce, “/rom the HMe,” eithera precq^tor an ex- 
ampkf or the performance of something which could not be 
performed without the existence and observance of the sahhath* 
day^ashe advocateeiL 

Nqw I affirm, that Br. P- has done neither of these things, and 
consettnenily, whatever imperfection, he may have delected in.j 
the re^oning of his opponents, he baa failed entirely to sustain! 
his own position. If any one doubts this, 1 respectfully ask hi ml 
to open the book, and find, if he can, a single compliance with ’ 
either of these requisites. I ask, for the truth’s sake, the author 

himself to do this. ,, , ^ ■ - I 

p. 19. He affirms,** Like marriage, it (the sabbath) was insti¬ 
tuted at creation “ What is the scriptural fact? Gen. ii. 24, * 
contains a plain and positive direction to man, on the subject 
of marriage. Gen ii. 2, 3, contains no direction or requisition of 
any kind, relative to man. ^ 

Instead of sustaining his position by a divine precept or ap'^ 
proved example, be offers bis own ideas of propriety and of 
man's moral necessities,^^ in relation to the subject. After 
stating the fact of **the arrangement of day and night—of | 
earth and seas—of seasons and years, for man the race," he 
asks, “ Why then, should the arrangement of the sabbath 
be an exception 1" A very satisfactory answer to this question 
is found in subsequent revelation of ihe will of God, who in 
his own wisdom, connected the sabbath-day with the dispensa¬ 
tion of types and shadows, which was to be of temporary 
duration and to give place to ** the mimstration of rightednsness 
which exceeds in glory. The postponement of the command 
to man, and the limitation of it to a particular people, is in har¬ 
mony with the plain declaration of God’s own word that the 
sabbath was given to the la^raelites, as a sign between Him and 
them. xxxi. )2, Eteh xx. I2r20. ^this, how¬ 

ever, as it may, our author’s appropriate work, ts to adduce 
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scriptural evidence for what he affirms God has donet and net 
to require of us reasons for his not doing what he has not dom^ 
He thinks that it is not surprising that in the history of 
twenly-frve hundred years, there should be no mention of the 
sabbath, and remarks (p» 32^) « [q the entire histories of Joshua, 
of the Judges, of Samuel and of Saul*—a period of about five* 
hundred years^the sabbath is uot mentioned once.** 

Had they no sabbath then T* I reply that we should have 
no reason to believe that they had, if, aain the tims previous to 
their leaving there was no command given them to 

keep it. We do not argue merely from the fact of there being 
no recorded example, but from the fact of there being neith^f" 
precept or ej'ample, for this positive institution, that it was not 
obligatory during that period* We know that the observance 
of the sabbath was obligatory during the five hundred years, 
we^nd a previous command to heep it. 

But he adds, ** I deny the fact asserted." The fact asserted 
by me and quoted by Br. P. is, that the bible contains no ex¬ 
ample of any man keeping a sabbath before the time of Moses.** 
To sustain this denial reference is made to Gen. n. 2, 3, Does 
this passage contain an example of any man keeping a sab¬ 
bath ?" Docs it contain anp command to any facin'? Of 
what avail is it to » deny the fact asserted," when not a single 
word of divine truth is quoted which can sustain the deoial? 
Instead of doing this, a statement is made of various particular 
I acts which we should expect to find recorded “ on the supposition 
of a sabbath** existing, every one of which might have been 
performed without a sabbath* These acts are “the patriarchs 
meeting together at stated times for religious w'orship build¬ 
ing altars unto the Lord—the command to Noah " of every 
I dean beast thou shalt take to the© by aepcnd*—a mourning 
of seven days for Jacob—seven ew'e lambs’*—a token of a 
covenant, Gen, xxi* 30,—JoVs sacrifice of seven bullocks and 
seven rams,’* Job. xiii* 8—“ a division of time into weeks.” 
Now as all these things could have been done without a sabbath- 
day, bow can they afibrd proof of its existence! It js not to be 
denied that Abraham and Enoch might walk with God—that 

* Gen. iv. SB, ** !s rigtitly Inmabtcd (aajs Profeasor Siuart). ‘ Then 
' VAS a coninifi'ncement marfc of catling, 4^/ TIris certainly does not 
import vodnt aticl pubtic*' worahip. AdmiUmg, however, tKat it 
’ H afTordi no proof of sflbbsiti-day ; for the Professor truly remarks, 

![ is not Butliow ahnll account for itie Fs-ct thal aieii'neTfer ** Aeyan” 

; “to call on the Dame of the Lord/" in n aitcial nnd public manntr^ until two- 
1; hundred and ihitly ycanatter the tupposed msiilution rf tlm labbaih for their 
observance? 


Isaac might go out at eventide to meditate on the glorious w-orks 
and gracious providence of his Father in heaven that the pa- 
tfiarchs might build altars to his praise, and hold holy and bles¬ 
sed communion with him,—that they might meet at 
times to worship him, without the institution of a sabbath-day. 
How miiny Christians now meet, as did the primitive Christians, 
fqr divine worship on the first-day of the week, who obey the 
Apostolic injunction, “ Let no man therefore judge yon in re¬ 
spect of a holy day,—or of the sabbaih-days, which are a sha¬ 
dow of things to come; but the body is of Christ! Got., ii* 
13 , 16 . ^ ^ 

The division of time into weeks,** ednpot determine the 
question before us. Conid not time be divided into weeks of 
seven days whether one or more or none of those days are a 
sabbath-day! The Jews had other sabbaths, notwithstanding 
such division. It is asked (p. 40,) " Did the Hebrew, when be 
so described the month (i.e. by AotoA literally, “a 

new moon of days'*) give proof, in the very form of his express 
sion, of the evidence and regular return of the new moon . bo 
(it is affirmed) when he described the week, (by shihath yamim) 
as a “ seventh of days,*’ he gave equal proof of the existence 
and regular return of the sabbath.*’ Now the main thing re - ' 
quisite to constilute the ‘‘equal proof’ is w'anilng* In the first i 
expression the word moon is literally^foundt hut in the second 
the word sabbath is not found. It is not possible that there I 
can be *^^hodesh yamim'' u e. “ a new moon of days,’* without 
n moon; but there may be'^shihath yamim" i. e. a seventh! 
of days without a sabbath. If what is could be proved, 

vjj —Ithat the patriarchs were required to observe every seventh | 
day ns a sabbath, then indeed “ a heptado" or'“ sejenth of| 
days" would have been the regular return of the sabbath, but 
the mere expression of ‘‘ heptade" or ‘‘ seventh of days, is nO' 
more proof of th© existence of the sabbath, than the mere exp res- . 
Sion of thirty days is of the existence of the moon. \ 

P. 52. Exod. v. 5, is quoted. *= Behold the people are many, ^ 
and ye make them rest from their burdens**—‘‘ literally (Br. P. | 
remarks thishbattem) “ye cause them to sabbatize, or keep 
sabbath from their burdens." Will he say that there is here, 
any reference to the seventh-day sabbath! 
that hishbattem, or sabbalize does not here signify simply 
“rest," as it is rendered in our version J (p-51) h® ntmseif 
acknowledges that the Israelites, when in Egypt, had “ no sab¬ 
bath," and (p. 50) affirms “ that they could not keep i( there. \ 
He remarks, {p. 43) “ Praetically then, as a meons to its ap. ' 
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propriate end, the great queaTien at issue between God and Pha- 
raohj in respect to the deliverance of the Israelites, was that of 
the sabbath, with its connected privileges and rights,” Does 
Mosea say this, or anything which implies it I In all his inter¬ 
views with Pharaoh, not a word of complaint of their having been 
deprived of the sabbalh^day,—not a word about the sabbath, as 
a reason why he should let them go, is recorded. We knqw 
indeed, from subsequent testimony, that God designed to give 
^hem the sabbath in the wilderness, and that to them it was an 
important command. As to ** the great question at issue be^ 
tween God and Pharaoh,” let us hear the word of the Lord, 
^‘And thou shall say unto Pharaoh : thus saith the Lord, Israel 
is my son, even my firsuborm And I say unto thee let my son 
go that he may serve meJ' Exod, iv. 22, S3, Suppose how¬ 
ever that Godlbad mfbrrtiedTifoses, and Moses had informed 
Pharaoh, that the people must go to keep the sabbath in the 
wilderness, this certainly would be no proof that they had kept 
It previmsly.' If the feast referred to by Moses, Mxod, v, 1, was 
the ssbbath-day, (of which there is no conclusive proof) it 
would not follow that It was God*a design “ torejfore the sabbath 
to his people ” This is assuming the very point to be proved, 
viz, that they had it previously* Instead of proving this from 
the bible, Br* P. finds it more convenient to give us the follow- 
mg paraphrase. Remember that thou wast a Bervant once 
[ m the land of Egypt, where thou wouldst have been glad of 
such a day of rest, hut couldsl not have h; and that the Lord 
thy God, brought thee out thence that thou mightest have it. 
Therefore, because he has done all this to give it back to you, 
he has commanded you a new to keep it.”(p,55,) We will compare 
this paraphrase with the word of the Lord, and see whether 
or not It is adding thereto or diminishing therefrom. “ And re¬ 
member that thou wast a servant in the land of Egypt, and 
that the Lord thy God brought thee out thence through a mighty 
I hand ; and by a stretched-out arm: therefore I he Lord thy God 
commanded thee to keep the sahbath*day\” An unscriptural theo* 
ry, (mdmne other, nee^s an alteration of scripture to sustain it 
Human tradition is inmrwoven in the paraphrase in the words, 

** commanded you anew to keep it,” and in the words, ** give it 
back to you,” words which we see are an addition to the tesit- 
mony ol the Eternal Spirit \ What can we not prove by such 
a method? ^ 

It is asked, (p. 54,) Why this reference? (i* e. to the 
bondage in Egypt,) not, surely, to give the reason for the ori¬ 
ginal institution of the sabbath, for that is given {Etvod. xx, 11,) 
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thus—‘For in six days the Lord made heaven and earth, the 
sea and aK that in them Is, and rested the seventh day ; wherr^ 
fore (because he did this, not because he brought the Hebrews 
out of Egypt,) the Lord blessed the sabbath-day and hallowed 
lU* To make the passage before us give another and diflerent 
reasoQ is la Involve the bible in contradiction.” 

There h no conlra diet ion between the two passages, un- 
. derstandiiig them in their obvious import. The one passage 
taforms us that God, alter creating all ihiugs in six days, rested 
on the seventh, and, tker^fore ^ blessed and hallowed it. The 
other, that God commanded the Israelites to keep it, b ecause he 
brough t them out of Egypt with a mighty hand. ^^Hat con- 
Iradicnon is there here ? The day he blessed and sanctified, be¬ 
cause in it he rested from all his work, he commanded the 
Israelites, rather than other nations, to keep, because he deliver¬ 
ed them, and not otliers, from I heir cruel bondage. ** You only 
have [ ktiowii of all the naiions of the earth,” Awioj ill, 2, Can 
there not be more than one reason for doing a thing, without con¬ 
tradiction ! There is no necessity for giving **ihe term al~keii^^ 
a different rendering to avoid conlradiclbo. It is not implied 
^ that the deliverance from Egy|>t waa any reason for God^s 
resting on the sevenih-iiay. 

Br. P, supposes that the sabbath, as a memorial of deliver¬ 
ance from Egyptititi bondage, “ has no sie^nifcancy^^ (page 
5T.) No signifienney! Was not the sabbath a day ofassT? 
Was it no! then a most appropriate memorial of the divine good¬ 
ness to them in hearing and answering their cry when under 
the iron yoke of bondaget Was it not a season peculiarly 
adapted to call forth their grateful ack now lodgments and high 
praises to their great Deliverer who had given them Rest from 
their hard and cruel toil ? 

E:eod. xvi. 29; E:iek. xx- 11, 12; and Neh* ix. 18, 14, it Is 
supposed, do not prove that the sabbath was JJrsf given to man in 
the wilderness, (p. 61.) It is freely admitted ‘‘ that laws and in¬ 
stitutions are sometimes said to be given when they are merely re¬ 
established.” Only produce the evidence from the bible of the 
|)reataua establishment of the Sabbath as an ordinance given to 
man for his observance, and these passages shall not be adduced 
as evidence against such a fact. But in the absence of all such 
evidence, I affirm that these passages are perfectly appropriale 
to express the idea of an original gift of the sabbath to man. 
It is written, “ Moses gave you circumcision, not that it is of 
Moses, (i. e. originally,) but of the fathers.” Why is ihisjast 
clause added, if the first does not seem lo imply that it was on- 








glnally of Moses? Exod. xvi, 29, it is written, “ Ske for that 
the Lord hath given^on the siihbalb,** Neither here nor in 
any other of the passages (quoted is there the least inlitnation as in 
tlie case of circumcision, that “ the fathers had the sabbath. 

Our auliior ij very ingenious in supposing what ought to have 
been done, wliich is not done, on the supposUioD that the sab¬ 
bath was given to the Israelites, Exod. xvl 23, 29, To 
nil which it is sufHcient to reply, that enough was said by Moses 
on that occasion for them to know and do their doty in respect 
to the subject. About a month aAerward the fourth command- 
mem wm given from Mount Sinai. 

Bin the law of the sabbath is in the decalogue.” How then 
can its “perpetuity^' he questioned? It is positively declared 
by Mase?, Z?eu^ v. 3, that the covenant which included the de¬ 
calogue, “was not made with (iheif) falherV* but with those 
W'ho were alive that day.* It is as positively declared by the 
apostle Pitul that the same covenant or law “is done awaift^ 

2 Cor. iii, 11; that it is Rom. vii. 6, that believers in 

Christ Jesus are “ not under ” it, Rom. vi. 15; that they “«rre de- 
Hveredffom*' ir, Rom. vii. 5; and that the Sabbath itself w'as 
“ a shadoto'^ ColL ii. 7. So much for “ perpetuity.’^ Let us 
cast these testimonies of the JSp^ri^ of tmih into the scale and 
try their w'eight against the tradition of men, that the sabbath 
was given at the creation to fhe entire race of man, and that 
it is to continue “ until the lust economy,” “ and time gives 
place to eternity.” 

B is supposed by some that if is only the ceremonial law 
that is done away. Let us again appeal to the Word of the 
Lord, 1 Cor. jjj. 6^—11, Paul assures us that it was the “ letter,” 
or law, ^njte nund gag rASg n in sto nest which “ is doae a y.” 

Exod, XXX i. FSTwe'read, *an3Tiie gave unto Mosestwhen he 
had made an end of communing with him upon Mount Sinai, 
two tables of tealiiuony, tahleo of 3tone writteo with the finger , 

* (P. 70,1 It 13 remarked, Whatever, then, tlie decluraikrtJ, ihat it (the co- 
vefiftutS was not niade wiih the fathers* pi'ovca in rwps dt to one |wi of ii, aa 
for iintanee^ the law of the ta hhath, it prates lo respe^f lo etery |jart, 

if it pravea tlint the j^'iroiri^hail tio sabbath—it proves eqiiHSlv thai ihtjr had 
im God,^’ fico. 'i1ik rt!a£0tu'}g is speinus but it is not sound, -'fhe decbrittion 
(sntitmt possibly rehr to ihe beiii^ ul nod* or lo itie fluty of W 0 T?ilii|iin|^ him, 
or lo the obli^aEidu fif morsl |it-in^li-s< (oi' (he kniiw1eil|;e of ll>eii.e floes not 
de^reftit t«ii aiiv spechjd cd’.’i nimt. TliVy fcnindeil in i!ie nature sad relHtloii 
of beiiiigs and Thiof:^ Bee Horn. \ ‘20, 2L ii 14 IS. But tlfe Felcrtnice inuat 
pertain [O something in the covenant w hicb llioir fathurs ijnd not, NsHliiiip 
remMins to wli'icli it can rafer, but, [ Tosiijive institutions one of whidi was Ibe 
talibHilMlnv. Matliing bol plain divihe ‘ TeSIirhiiny nf hs preDiotw fnactment, 
and tlw( the faEbm had it (wjiidi nti’lier bi-, P. oi* any other niau hat aUducedj 
oni warruni uj in fij.aklnjj it an ekcr[»titin. 
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of God,” Exod. xxxiv. 28, we read, “And he wrote upon tbe^ 
tables the words of the covenanl, fhe ten commndmentsd* See / 
aUo Deut. v. 22, J2om. vii.S, T. The latter passage declares that / 
it k the law which said “ Thou shalt not rwjul,” which 
done away, or is “ dead*” 

h is asked (p. 11.) “ Is it then done away m Christ as a rule 
of duty?” If it is not, then it is not true that it is “dead/* 
or that we are “ delivered from *’ ft, nnd are “ not under it,” as 
the a^>03tle declares. He teaches not merely that we are not 
condemnationf but that we are not under the law. He 
leaches that the law is no more a rule of to those who 
are married to Christ, Ihan the law forbidding a woman marry¬ 
ing another while her husband is living, is her rule of life when 
her husband is dead. Rom. vii. Is it still objected, then are we 
without law? The apostle anticipated such an objection and 
refuted it. How? Ey admitting that we are under the law as 
“a rule of duty?” Nay, verily, but by affirming that we are 
under flnp?Aer faio, “ under the fata to Christ f” Why then did 
Br. P. ask “ What law isfhere when the law is done away?** 
(p. 12.) It is remarkable that the apostle’s inference from this 
doctrine is the very reverse of that of such an objector. For 
sin (says he,) shall not have dominioo over you, (why not ? 
h it because ye are under the law as ^a rule of duty?’ No,) 
Fon ye an not under the lawj but under grace. What then ? 
shall we sin, because we are not under the law, but under 
grace? God forbid.” Ro7n. vi, 14, 15. How plain is the 
apostolic teaching oti this subject! “ Wherefore then serveth 
the law ? It was added because of transgressions till the seed 
(Christ) should come to whom the promise was made^before 
faith camei we were kepi under the law, shut up unto the faith 
which should afterwards be revealed. Wherefore the law was 
our school-master to bring us unto Christ, that we might be jus¬ 
tified by faith. But after that faith is co7n€j we are no longer 
under a school-master.” Gat. iii. 19—25. 

On supposition that the law is done away, as a rule of duty, 
jt is still asked, “ how does it appear that we are not equally 
' under law to Christ,’ to keep the sabbath ?” This certainly is 
a very proper question, and the proper answer lo it is, that in the 
law ofChfiat there is no suck reftiisifton. Far be it from any of 
us to disregard any law of Zion’s rightful King, W hat is the law 
of the “ Lord of the sabbath-day ?” “ Let no man therefore 
judge you in meat, or in drink, or in' respect of a holy day, or of 
the neiv moon, or of ibe sabbath-days \ which are a shadow of 
things to come; but the body is of Ch rtst. ” Col. ii. 16,17. Surely 
there is evidence enough against the “perpetuity” advocated 
1 * 
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1. The law containing the commandment respecting the sab¬ 
bath done dtc- 

2, The command itself is specially and particularly repealed, 
CoL iu 16,17* 

B, Neither that or any other law req^iiriog the observance 
of a sabbath day is found in the law of Christ, 

Respecting the sabbath ae a sign it is remarked, (p, 75,) 
Either they had the sabbath before, or it was not a distinctive 
sign of their dislinclive existence as God*a chosen people* But 
it was such a sign. They had the sabbath then from the be¬ 
ginning. This conclusion is unavoidable.” U is here conceded 
that the sabbath was such a distinctive sign. A concession 
which subverts the theory, that it was given lo the whole “ race *’ 
-of man. It does not follow that they must necessarily have had 
it from their first separation from other nations, in order to have 
been a distinctive sign. Was not the temple such a sign, 
although it was not built until a long time afierwardsi But 
the fact is, the Israelites never were separated /ram the nations 
of the earth, until they left Egypt, immediately after which 
the sabbath was given them as a sign. 

Respecting qiiotations from Homer, Hesiod, Lucian, &c., we 
have but one word. Imdmissihie. We ask for quotations 
from Jesus Christ and hia inspired apostles. 

In the following quotation the critical reader wil! notice with 
disapprobation the puerile and uncharitable substitute for scrip¬ 
tural argument demanded in the case* (p. 9B,) ** Where are 

the debauchees and the profligates,” &c*, “ once dead in tres¬ 
passes and sins, but now born again and reclaimed, and ready lo 
stand up and testify that they have been plucked from ruin by the 
no-sabbath men and the no-sabbath views? Arc the men—is 
the man so renovated and reclaimed to be found? T, at least, 
have yet to see him.” And “ I, at least, have yet to see" 
the man whom f know to have been converted to God by the in¬ 
strumentality of my beloved brother Phelps; Is not this con¬ 
clusive proof that his view of the sabhath is erroneous, although 
in fact he may have been honored of God as his servant in 
saving many souls? I shall not allow him to compel me lo “ be¬ 
come a fool in boasting,” but I will assure him that among 
the many devoted and successful servants of Jesus Christ with 
whom I have been acquainted for half a century, I know of 
none whose labors of holy love have been more signally crowned 
with the divine blessing than those of the very character he 
traduces. When the Lord comes in his kingdom, he will see 
them shining therein, ** as the sun in the firmament, and as the 
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stars forever and ever.” Truly this is a notable and pitiable j 
example of the baneful power of prejudice; to suppose that j 
a belief of God’s plainly revealed truth, that the sabbath was ‘I 
a shadow of things to cowie,” disqualifies ua for his holy and j 
blessed service—to suppose that chriitians who acknowledge j 
their obligation to meet on the first day of the week for divine j 
worship. Of iflhey do not, who believe that all their lime should I 
he holy unto the LfOrd, and who find their highest joy in de¬ 
claring the glad tidings of salvation to their fellow dying men, j 
are laboring in vain in the Lord, because they do not believe 
lhat any particular day is the sabbath! 

CUANOK OF THE DAY. 

Let US now examine the argument for the change of the 
day. The question is thus stated by br. P. fp. 96*) “ ^ns the I 
first day of the week been set apart, by divine appointmenU j 
to he observed, trt the place of (Ae seventh, as the sabbath ? | 
Has God avthorized the change? That he has, I shall at- ] 
tempt to prove.” I 

To affirm the ** perpetuity ” of the original sabbath and also j 
a ‘^change of the day,” is a contradiction. That it is the ori~ I 
ginal sabbath, the perpetuity of which is advocated by br. P*, j 
is manifest from the following quotation. “ It (the sabbath) j 
was instituted when they (i. e. * the arrangement of day and I 
night—of earih and seas,’ <fec.) were instituted, and like them I 
was designed to be as universal in ita existence, and as per- j 
petual in its obligation, os the race itself." p. 22, I 

The pariicitlar day enters into the very essence of ihe ori-1 
ginal sabbath. Any of the day annihilates it* Another \ 

day is another institution* Now for the proof. “ God blessed I 
the seventh day and sanclilled it; because that in it he had 
rested from all his work which God created and made.” 
Gen. ii* 3. The reason and the only reason assigned for theJ 
original institution of the Babbalh-day is, that God rested on] 
ihe seventh day, and no other, from all hia work* Now. as] 
God’s resting on that particular day constitutes the entire 
ground of ita sanctification as the sabbnlh-day, it necessarily | 
follows that a change^of the day involves a nullification of the 
original insHtution.J Br. P.’s own reasoning confirms this* 
(P, 87*) be remarks, ** mnnanie ratione, manet ipsa lex —the 
reason of the law remaining, the law itself remains.” But the 
reason of the law was God's resting on the seventh day, a fact 
which certainly remains, consequently the law requiring the 
observance of that particular day must remain so long as the 
institution itself remains* The fourth of July is observed as 
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a memorial of American Independence, becau^ on that da^ ii 
was declared, Caa yoa change the day, and then talk of the 

perpeiuhy ” of your original niefTiorial? Moreover, the da^ 
if mi only changed, but the reason for obsef^ing your new 
sabbath'duy is changed* The first day of the week is not kept 
because rs it God rested from the leorks of creation^ but be¬ 
cause our blessed Lord rose from the dead. Suppose we were 
to ab:indon the observance of the fourth of July, and say we 
will keep the eighth of January instead, because of Jackson's 
victory, could we in trulh declare that vve are maintaining the 

perpetuity of the original instituted memorial of inde^ 
pendence 1 

To sny that God sanctified the seventh day as the sabbath, 
because he requires a sevenib part of limo, is to say what is rrot 
true. It is to say, not only what is not to be found in the bible* 
but what coniradicts the recorded facts of that holy volume of 
trulh* God required the strict observance of other snbbalh- 
days besides that of the seventh day* 

It is really preposterous for the advocates of the first day 
sabbath to pretend that they are maintaining the perpetuity of 
the original institution, when in fact, the da ^—the reason for 
observing it—the mantier of observing it, and (he penalit/ of 
its violation, arejall disregarded and abandoned. Br. P, writes 
that we should ** keep the first day of the week as sabbath 
loiih alt the sacredness oforiginai ohligat ion/* (p, 97-) What 
was that obligation! It was to refrain from all manner of 
w'ork—^from kindling n fire—from gathering any fuel—from 
traveling more than a sabbath-day's journey, which was teas 
than one mile, and that the sabbath breaker should be put to 
deEilh! Where noware suck sabbath keepers! Who is re¬ 
garding the sacredness of ^'original obligation!” Who b 
there that ought not to be stoned to death according to that ob¬ 
ligation! Why does not br* P, maintain that obligation and 
the honor of the law by advocating the execution of the penalty 
on transgressors! 

Our author seems to be aware of the discrepancy of advo¬ 
cating the “” of rhe original insttlulion, and also 
a change of the day,*’ To obviate it, he remarks, (p, 9B,) 
“The great burden of the injunction is, to keep sabbath day 
holy, be It what day of the week it mny ” This Bsseribo, un- 
sustained by a single passage of scripture, is proved to be 
a violation of truth, by the fact that the onlv reason assigned 
why God sarictified^GJiy day at all as a sabbaiii, both in Gen, 
ii. ;i, and in the fourth commandment, is, his resting from 
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his works on the day* He “ blessed the seventh day, 

becattse that ik it he hud rested,” dic. Does not the great 
reason constitute “ the great burden of the injunction?*’ Does 
not this great and only reason most clearly establish the 
Be vent h day, and exclude every other as an entire subversion of 
the original institution! 

A remarkable concession, which appearn to me to nullify all 
Qtiempts to prove, from the New Testament, a change of the 
sabbaih’day, is found, (p. 165.) It is, that the first day ofihe 
week was never called sabbath until centuries afterward,” 
i. e* after the time of the mintstry of Jesus Christ and his 
apostles. It is not conceivable that such a change could be 
made by them without declaring, in some terms, that the first 
day of the week is the sabbath* It will not remove the dilfi- 
cuky to say lhaf the first day of the week might be esiabliahed 
as the sahbnth, although it was not so denominated, by the 
requisition of the .^ame duties on that day as w^re required in 
the old sabbatical law, for this is not true. Neither Jesas 
Christ or his apostles ever gave any command forbidding men 
to do any manner of work on the first day—to carry any 
burden—to kindle a fire in their habitations, nor to offer burnt 
sacrifices. Neither did they ever command the observance of 
any sabbath day, or ever condemn men for sabbath-breaking* 
The sabbath-day was a positive insiitutjoo* If it was the will of 
Jesus Christ to establish !he first day of the week as such, the 
nature of the case required a plain and positive declaration 
thereof* It was so in theorigina! institution* “ The seventh 
day is the suMath of the Lord thy God*” That there is no such 
declaration in the New Testament respecting the first day is I 
conceded, (p* 105,) “That we have a precept ora passage 
saying in so many terms that Christ or the apostles made the 
change in questionj is not pretended*” But It b added,'* no 
more have we a passage saying, in so many terms, that men 
are moral agents, or that they have equal rights,” &c. The 
fallacy of this reasoning must be perfectly obvious to every 
one who considers the difference between mo ral principle s and 
p ositive instiiutions . Moral duties are legitimately inferable 
from moral principles. Positive institutions are not* They 
originate in the will of the Law-giver for reasons which may 
or may not be revealed to us. Nor can they be known, as 
many moral duties may he, without definife specification. How 
can it be known that H is the will of our Father in heaven that 
the day should be changed, if, as is conceded, neither Jesus 
Christ or his apostles, “in so many terms,” “made the 
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change?” If fAejf not do thia, on what foundation doea 
ihe faith and pTacdcc of our first day sabbaih brethren stand ? 
Certainly in that wisdom of men which U foolishness with God- 
We will hope that this remarkable concession, together with 
that of the fact that the first day of the week was never 
called sabbath till centuries afterward,” will, by divine favor, 
be the means of bringing some to the knowledge of the truth 
as it is in Jesus- 

(Page 104*) OUT author remarks, “ there are three forms of 
argymentf either of which is conclusive of the fact of the 
change, and of a divine warrant ibr it-” 

1. ** If we find an express precept declaring the change made 
or authorised, we liave the law,” 

2. If we find an express precept affirming theri^Aito 

change the day, we have * the law** ** ” If, then, we find 

actual traces of such a change in the conduct of those who had 
this right, we have ‘ the testimony,* and in the two united we 
have the evidence again of * law and testimony ^ both*** 

3. “If we can find no express precept of either kind, yet if 
we can trace the fact of the actual change, through witness 
after witness, from the present time up to the primitive Christians 
and the apostles themselves, we have then the evidence of the 
testimony,” dsc* 

As “that which is wanting cannot be numbered,” the first 
“ is not pretended*** This however js the evidence the case 
requires* “ Dismissing {it is remarked,) the first and third 
forms of the appeal, then, we rest the argument on the second*” 
2* “ If we find an express precept affirming the right to change 
the day, we have the law,** The law for what 1 Is the affir¬ 
mation of a fight to do a thing identical with actually doing it? 
Is the simple declaration of Jesus Christ that he “is Lord of 
the sabbath day,” any more proof that he changed the day 
than that be ahrogadtd it? Is it proof of either? Jesus 
Christ did not say that he was Lord of the sabbath to change 
iL What he did, as Lord of the sabbath, we must learn from 
other passages- John v- 9, Jer* ivii* 21, teaches us that he 
allowed a violation of ibe old law, CoL u, 16, 17, leaches 
that it was ehadom" to pass away, not to give pla<» io another 
ehadoWy but to the glorious suhelancct which is himself. 

*■ If, then, we find actual traces of such a change in the con¬ 
duct of those who had this right, we have the testimony ;** dtc- 
True. Where then is the testimony in the New Testament 
that Jesus Christ or the apostles changed the day ? Where is 
the record that they considered the first day of the week the 
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sabbath day? Has the writer adduced a single testimony I 
the onlg source (f authority to iprovG this? Not one* Ha I 
has given us the testimony of but not that of Jesus I 

Christ or of Ats apostles. He admits that the first day of the I 
week “ was never called sabbath until centuries afterward.^^ ■ 
There are no “ aetual traces of such a change in the conduct I 
of the apostles in the record of their acts. On the contrary we I 
find two of them traveling on the first day of ihe week a dis- I 
tance about ten times greater than it was lawful to do on the I 
sabbath-day. Luke xxiv. 13. Nor is there any evidence that I 
when they commenced their journey, they considered it a work 1 
of necessity or mercy, although, tlirough the favor of their I 
risen Savior, it unexpectedly proved a most merciful journey I 

to them* 1 r k I 

It is affirmed (p*107,) that “ Chtisfs example as Lord of the I 
sabbath is proof that it was no part of his design lo abolish I 
the sabbath,” &c* “Before his death and resurrection—he| 
carefully observed the seventh day as the sabbath-** “ As Aisl 
custofii waSj he went into the synagogue on the sabbath-day,! 
and stood up for to read.” This argument proves too ^^^"1 
It proves equally that it was “ no part of his design to abohshi 
the** cer'ci/wnfal law ; for before his death and resurrection he! 
carefully observed that^ and told those whom he had heal^ to! 
go and offer according to the law of Moses. Luke v. 14- That! 
it was his design to abolish this law,” nailing it to his cross, I 

will not be disputed. r I 

But we have seen, in the case of the healed man, that Jesus! 
Christ did not strictly observe the sabbatical law. This waal 
somethiog more than ”a feint** of abrogation* Something! 
more also may be found io CoJ* ii* 16, 17* 1 

It is asked (p. 109,) ” If abrogation were his design, could| 
he fail to meet it (i- e- the charge of breaking the sabbath) by 1 
saying so* Was he wont to cover up his designs and dodge 1 
questions thus ?** If there is any force in these questions ourl 
author's own theory is equally exposed to \L If « cfeaa^e ^ 
ihe day were his design could he fail to meet the charge by I 
saying so? ” Was he wont to cover up his designs and dod^I 
questions thas T” But the truth is that there is no propriety in I 
these questions. It was perfectly proper for our Lord to mf^t 1 
the charge, as he did^ by claiming to be “ Lord of the sabbath-1 
day.” Br, P. (p. 129,) admits the scriptural fact that it was the! 
appointed office of the apostles “ more specifically to prescritel 
the order, institutions, discipline and worship of (the) chiiTCh. 1 
What they did in respect to the sabbath day we find in the di-l 
rection to the church at Cotosae* Chap, ii, ^ I 
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It is remarked (p. 113,) «if it (the sabbath) were not to be 
abrogated, but perpetuated, then the thing to be done was to 
separate it from its perversions,*’ &c. It might have been 
added, if the day was to be changed, the thing to be done was 
to change it. But I ask, if forbidding a man to carry a burden 
on the sabbath-day was a ptrversion of the sabbatical law ? 
See Jer. xvii. 21. Surely God’s own command is not to be 
denounced as a *^perversion ” of his law ! Our Savior’s com¬ 
mand to the healed man to do that which the law plainly and 
positively prohibited was a singular way of separating the law 
from its perversions ! Be this as it may, what has a separation 
from the perversions to do with the point at issue, viz. a change 
of the day? 

It is affirmed (p. 115,) that “the work which the Savior 
did for the sabbath was precisely that which he did for the 
marriage institution.” What did he for that institution? 
He quoted the original law of its institution, Mark x. 6, 8,— 
^positively forbade the violation of it, ver. 9, and charged upon 
the violators the guilt of adultery. When and where did he do 
these things for the sabbath-day ? I ask not when did he, like 
many of his modern disciples, expatiate on the importance of 
keeping the sabbath*day ; I ask when did he utter a single 
ktrord for this purpose? He faithfully charged dying men with 
their sins, specifying their transgressions, but he never charged 
them with sabbath-breaking. How different, in this respect, 
from modern professors! Yet we arc required to believe that 
the sabbath is to “ live and go down, like marriage, as a per¬ 
manent institution, to the end of time!” 

It is added, “ It was a work, too, which he never did for cir¬ 
cumcision or for any other institution or ordinance, purely 
Jewish, and not designed to continue under the gospel dispensa¬ 
tion.” The scriptural fact is just the reverse of this. See 
Mat. viii. 4. Our Savior commanded the observance of an 
“ ordinance purely Jewish, and not designed to continue under 
the gospel dispensation,” yet he never commanded the obser¬ 
vance of the sabbath-day. Acts xxi. 21, 24, favors some 
continuance of circumcision, but there is no mention of sab- 
bath-day. 

On page 116, we are gravely informed that if Jesus Christ 
did not authorize a change of the sabbath from the seventh to 
the first day of the week, “the reason was,” “I have yet 
many things to say unto you but you cannot bear them now ; 
howbeit, when he the Spirit of truth is come, he will guide you 
unto all truth.” A most profound discovery indeed ! A very 
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convenient way, truly, of accounting for not finding the scrip¬ 
tural evidence a theory demands I Is it not possible, my dear 
brother, after all, that the scriptural reason may be the true 
one 1 Is it not possible that Jesus Christ did not change the 
day, because he came not to change shadow for shadow, but 
shadow for substance? See CoL ii. 16, 17. 

“ Howbek when he the Spirit of truth is come, he will guide 
you into all truth.” The question then is, when and where 
did the Spirit of truth reveal to them the change of the sabbath 
day? If our brother will refer us to such revelation, far be it 
from us to question its authority. Has he adduced it? He 
has not. Where then is the evidence that this was one of the 
things which they could not then bear, but which the Spirit was 
afterward to reveal to them? If the Holy Spirit had guided 
them into what br. P. believes to be the truth on this subject, 
would they not once at least have done what he is constantly 
doing, i. e., have denominated the first day of the week the 
sabbath-day? He himself declares that it “ was never called 
sabbath until centuries afterward.” (p. 165.) By this con¬ 
cession, he has shut himself up to the faith that the change 
was NOT made by Jesus or his disciples. That the positive in¬ 
stitution of the first day of the week, as the sabbath-day, 
could be established without once so denominating it, must 
exceed even the logical acumen of our author to prove. VVhat 
“ the Spirit of truth ” taught them on the subject we have seen 
in Rom. xiv. 6, 6, Col. ii. 16, 17. The reader is requested to 
consider the fact that this latter passage is the okly passage in 
the in.fpired writings of the apostles in which there is express 
mention of the sabbath with any explanation of the subject in 
reference, to the duty of Christians concerning it. This fact is 
itself sufficient to show how perfectly futile are all attempts to 
establish “ the perpetuity ” of a sabbath-day on apostolic au¬ 
thority. The accordance of our author’s teaching with that of 
the apostles is precisely that of “perpe/uky,” with “ a shadow ” 
which passelh away I 

(P. 118,) it is remarked, “ Previous to his death, as we have 
seen, Christ was in the regular and habitual observance of the 
seventh as sabbath-day. Afterwards, when, by his death and 
resurrection, the old dispensation was fully at an end and the 
new one fully introduced, we never find him in the synagogue 
or meetinjT with his disciples for religious purposes on that day. 
But he did meet with them for such purposes on the first day of 
the week.” Now as “ the order and worship of the church ” 
was “ Q matter to be specially attended to by ” thS^postles, 
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(p. 116,) the above reasoning proves more againtt a change of 
the day than in favor of it; for, we have the fact of the 
apostles going inio the synagogues m the »€venth*da^^ after 
the new dispensation was futly introduced, for the very same 
purpose which Jesus Christ went there before that period, ActSi 
xiii. 42, Xviii. 4. The plain truth is, that Jesus Christ and his 
apostles went into the synagogues to preach the gospel and not 
to establish any sabbath-day. See Kvii, 2, 3; Luke 

iv, 15, 22. 

The meeting of Jesus with his disciples, and the Bubsequent 
meeting of believers, for the observance of chmtian ordinances, 
on the hrst day of the week, Acta xx. 7, are eiamples which 
It is our duty and high privilege to imitate, but no proof that it 
is the sabbath-day. For the purpose of stated social and public 
worship, it was necessary that some day should be appointed. 
As it is **by the resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead,” 
that believers are begotten ** unto a lively hope” of their in* 
corrupiible itiheriianoe, how proper it is, that, on the day on 
^hich that ghrioua fact occurred^ they should assemble to 
unite their high praises to the Rock of their salvation I Br. P. 
after taxing his logical powers in the manner he has, in the ex¬ 
amination of the inferences of his opponeots. Is the last man to 
infer from the simple fact of the disciples meeting on the 
evening of the first day of the week for divine worship, that it 
■was therefore the sabbath-day of the fourth commandment. 

In chapter 12, the fact of the apostles being authorised by 
their divine master to organiza and regulate the chrislian 
churches, is stated and proved. To which is subjoined the words 
(p, 13i,) ** Here we have (Ae Jata,” The law for whatl The 
law the apostlea rulers in tAe churches- Is that 

the law ” changing the Sabbath-day ? What proof is this of 
the matter at issuel Yet our author, as if he had produced 
the law changing the day, proceeds immediately to remark, 
“ The question now is, what is * the testihtoky T ” We will 
however be satisBed if he will give us the testihonv of 
rafion, ** The testimony (it is remarked,) is of course of two 
kind3^^—that of the scripture record, and that of authentic eccle* 
siastlcal history.” As of the first kind none is to be found, 
reference ** of course ” must be had to the latter, although 
(P- 16,) be allows that all he knows (i. e. I suppose, of any 
authority,) is from the bible.” We have no objection to hear, 
as a matter of history ^ of the corrupt ions from “the simplicity 
which is in Christ,” but receiving th« biblk ae the oklv rule 
of faith and practice, in the determination of the question at 


issue, we, ** of course,” shall allow the testimony of uninspired 
Mclesiastical history no place. ‘‘As to me,” said Martin 
Luther, “ I do not cease my cry of ‘ The Gospel! The Gospel! 
—Christ! Christ!’ and my enemies are as ready with their 
answer—‘Custom! Custom! Ordinances! Ordinances!—Fa¬ 
thers! Fathers!’ ‘That your faith should not stand in the 
wisdom of men but in the power of God,’ says St. Paul; and 
by this thunder clap from heaven be overturns and disperses, 
as the wind scatters the dust, ail the foolish ihomthis of 
men.” ° 

Tell me not of the perfeclion of the first age of the church. 
What meaneth this scripture 1 “ Y© observe days and mouths, 
and times and years. 1 am afraid of you, lest I have bestowed 
upon you labor in vain,” GaL iy, lO, 

What then does our brother give us from the only source of 
authority to prove the change of the day t 
(P. 131,) “ The apostles and early disciples were in the habit 
of mating together at stated for public religious tror- 
ship” But cannot this be done wiibout a eabbaih-day t Did 
not those Christians who esteemed “ every day alike” thus 
meet? Do not such now meet thus? Has not Br. ?, himself 
met with his brethren on the first Monday in the month, for 
years? h this any proof that the day was the sabbath-day T 
Hag he not met “ at stated times” every week on some other 
besides the first day of the week t The fact then that “ meetings 
were held regularly every first day of the week” is no proof of 
the change of the sabbath-day. 

It is said that the first day of the week ia “ the Lord’s day/' 
Is this proof that it is the sabbath of the fourth commandment 
excepting the change of the day! Has any inspired writer in¬ 
formed ug that this was the reason of its being so denominated t 
There is no conclusive evidence that the day John called “ (he 
Lord’s day” was the first day of the week, although we suppose 
eo; not, however, because it is the sabbath^day^ but because it 
was the day our blessed Redeemer rose from the dead- It would 
have been a palpable and gross inconsistency for the Apostlea* 
to have required the heaven^born heirs of the new covenant 
to keep sabbath-day, afier assuring them by the Holy Spirit 
that sabbath-days were a shadow” of Christ their spiritual 
into which, by faith, they had entered ! Blessed he the 
Goa of our salvation, our sabbath is not loecAIy, but as constant 
and perpetual as the exercise of our holy faith and love I 

P, 155. It is said that the first day, or Christian sabbath, 
was not referred to at all ” CoL ii. 16, 17. True, and for a 
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very adequate reasoU) there was no such sabbath. If there had 
been, how could the apostle, consistently with the truth of the 
gospel, avoid a reference to it, to make it an exception ? 
The proof given by the writer that the Christian sabbath was 
not referred to at all is worthy of special attention. It is the 
fact, that the first day of the week was never called sabbath 
until centuries afterwards r But why is not this fact equal 
proof that such a Christian sabbath«day did not exist? If it 
did exist, although it was not so denominated, why might not 
the apostle refer to it although it was not so denominated ? Our 
author’s own reasoning leads to the truth that the first day of 
the week became the sabbath-day, not by apostolic testimony, 
but by human tradition some** centuries afterwords.” 

Yet, with a peculiar assurance, w'e are informed that ** The 
change is just what we should expect in the event of their be¬ 
ing any ; it is just what the circumstances of the case demands.” 
(p. 163.) Indeed 1 a positive institution is to be established, 
but we are not to expect a single declaration that it is so! 
Jesus Christ, or his apostles, changed the sabbath-day from the 
seventh to ihe first day of the week, but it is presumptuous to 
expect to find one text in the New Testament informing us that 
they did so! We are not to expect that the first day of the 
week should by them be once named the sabbath-day, nor in¬ 
deed by anybody else until some “centuries afterwards!” nor are 
we to expect a single exhortation from Jesus Christ or any 
apostle to keep holy the sabbath-day thus established ! What 
then are we to expect? Why we are to expect two or three 
things, all of which might have existed without any sabbath 
day at all! 

Of Rom. xiv. 5, it is asked, ** What proof is there that the 

* day ’ spoken of was a sabbath of any kind ? The term * sab¬ 
bath ’ does not occur at all in the text or context.” In thU 
case, it appears that the actual mention of the term * sabbath 
is of some importance to the argument. We ask then our 
brother to apply his own reasoning to his own supposed evi¬ 
dences of the change of the sabbath day. Of the meetings of 
Jesus Christ with his disciples on theeveningof the first day of the 
week, and of the stated meetings of Christians afterwards on the 
same day, he should ask himself, “ VVhat proof is there that 

i the * day ’ spoken of was a sabbath of any kind? The term 

* sabbath ’ does not occur at all in the text or context.” From 
Rom. ll 17, it appears that there were believing Jews in the 

^ church at Rome, many of whom were “ zealous of the law {^Acts 

ft xxi. 20,) which included/Ae seventh day sabbath'* The force 


of the passage, however, as a proof against the supposed 
change of the sabbath day, does not depend upon our demon¬ 
strating what particular day is alluded to, for be it what it 
may, on the supposition of the first day of the week being a 
sabbath-day, as was the seventh under the law, the apostle 
could not have allowed any Christians to consider “ every day 
alike," without trifling with the commandment of the Lord. 

^ Could Moses, consistently with the fourth commandment,’ 
fallow the Israelite to esteem every day alike?" Will our 
brother allow it? So far from it, he requires that we “keep 
the first day of the week as sabbath with all the sacredness of 
original obligation, or go back to the seventh and keep that.” 
(p. 97.) How conclusive is the apostolic teaching in the passage 
before us, against such a shadowy theory. 

(P. 142,) Several passages are referred to in which the term 
“ the first day of the week ” occurs. Respecting these passages 
it is remarked, that in the original the word sabbaton, (** sab¬ 
bath ” or “ sabbaths ”) is found. Br. P. does not indeed ad¬ 
duce these as examples of the first day of the >^eek being 
called the sabbath-dny, which would be to contradict his own 
assertion that it “ never was called sabbath until centuries after- ■ 
wards;” but he ought to have stated the fact that as there is' 
no Greek word for week excej}^ing sabbaton, (sabbath) it is in 
these passages used to express “ the first day of the week, and 
not that the first day of the week is the sabbath-day. The 
English reader may perceive this by referring io Matt, xxviii. 1, 
which is one of the passages quot^. It would be nonsense to 
read, “ In the end of the sabbath as it began to dawn toward ” 
the sabbath, instead of “ toward the first day of the week.” 

Having thus examined the testimony “of the scripture re¬ 
cord” offered by br. P., without finding any divine authority 
for either the universality, or perpetuity, or change of the sab. 
bath day, we may consider that our work is accomplished. 1 
am willing however to perform a brief work of supererogation, 
and examine the testimony from “ ecclesiastical history.” 

This, we are informed, (p. 169,) “ slates, indeed, in terms, 
that the sabbath was changed from the seventh to the first day 
of the w'eek by authority of Christ himself,” &c. Athanasius 
(A. D. 326,) says, ** The Lord himself hath changed the day of 
the sabbath to Lord’s day.” Happily, he does not add, as in 
some other cases, ** he that doth not so believe shall be damned 
everlastingly.” On what principle are we to receive the testi¬ 
mony of one uninspired man, that the Lord himself changed 
the sabbath day, rather than the testimony of another, that the 
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Lord himself changed the bishop of the single church of Rome 
into a bishop of all the churches on earth and made him his 
only vicar? 

(P. IbL) a {quotation from Eueebios la given on the subject 
of the transfer of the sabbath, and a bold assertion of oor authorH, 
that ** This establishes the fad that the transfer of the sabbath 
from the seventh to the 6r3t day of the week was made 
ChrUl What shall we have next? Here the decla¬ 

ration of an uninspired and /aiiiWe man, who lived about 
three huodred years after Jesus Christ and hts aposties, is ad¬ 
mitted as estabEishing a supposed Hrict which contradicts the 
inspired lestimany of ike apostle t CoL ii» 16, 17* Will br. P- 
be consistent, and allow that tokaCetfer else the bishop of 
Cesarea has written as the doctrine of Christ, is consequently 
established as such 1 Was it not possible for Eusebius to make 
an erroneous inference from what our Lord said on the subject 
of the sabbath 1 What cerlain source of knowledge respecting 
what the Son of God did throe hundred years before, did he 
possess, besides the same New Testament that we have ? Br- 
P, may as well assert the InfalUbility of Eusebius, as to as¬ 
sert what he has, for on no other principle can the assertion be 
sustained. 

Let us, for our edifreation, bear the good bishop a little farther. 
“ All thing's wkatsaet^er that i£ was duty td do on the sakbatk '* 
(seventh day) “ these we have transferred to the Lord*a day, as 
more appropriately belonging to (7,** &c* What was the Is¬ 
raelite's “ duty to do on the sabbath P’ “ And on the sabbath- 
day two lambs of the first year without spot, and two tenth- 
deals of flour for a moat-oflering, mingled with oil, and the 
drink-ofTering thereof. This is the burnt-offering of every 
sabbath, besides the continual burnt-offering, and his drink- 
offering,” Numh^ xiviiu 9, 10. Did the bishop of Cesarea 
transfer these oBTerings to the lord’s day **as more appro^ 
priately belonging to it?” It may be said that Eusebius refers 
to cb rtsti an ord i nan ces- B u t w hat h ad t h e Je wis h sabbath to do 
with these ? Surely if the bishop and his cotemporaries “ trans¬ 
ferred to the Lord's day” all things whatsoever that it was 
duty to do on the (Jewish) sabbath,” they might well confess, 

we have done those things which we ought not to have done, 
and have left undone those which we ought to have done.” 

Other quota Lions are given, proving that the first day of the 
week was called the Lord's-day. This however is do proof 
that it was the sabbath of the fourth commandment, the day 
only changed. ^ 

















